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TO LIMIT U.S. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE UNITED NATIONS
THU RSD AY, NOVEMBER 18, 1971

H ouse  of  R epr e se n t a t iv e s ,
C o m m it t e e  on  F ore ig n  A f f a ir s ,

S u b c o m m it t e e  on  I n t e r n a t io n a l
O r g a n iz a tio n s  and  M o v e m e n ts ,

Washington, D.G.
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room 2255, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Donald M. Fraser (chairman of the subcom
mittee) pre sid ing .

Mr. F ra se r. The subcommittee will come to order.
The purpose of today’s hearing is to consider the proposal made 

in H.R. 11386 and other identical resolutions to limi t U.S. financial 
contributions to the United Nations and its affiliated agencies. With 
out objection, we will have the bill printed in the record a t this point.

(The bill referred to follows:)
II.R.  11386 : 92 d Cong., fir st  sess.

A BI LL  To lim it Un ited  St ates  contr ibut ion s to the  United  Na tio ns
Be i t enacted  tty the Senate and House of R epresen tatives of the  United Sta tes  

of America in Congress assembled,  Tha t, notwithstand ing  any other provision 
of law, the  aggregate  amount  of assessed and volu ntary contribu tions by the 
United Sta tes  to the United Nations and its affiliated agencies for  any calendar 
year af te r 1971 shall  not exceed an amount  which bears the same rat io to the 
tot al budge t of the  United  Nat ions  and its affiliated agencies as the  tota l popu la
tion of the  United  Sta tes bears to the  total population of all the  member sta tes  of the  United Nations.

Mr. F ra se r . The implications of this  proposal  are indeed far-reach
ing, raising some major problems concerning interna tional  law and 
the position of the United States  as a leader in international  coopera
tive efforts. In the course of toda y’s hearing, it is important for the 
subcommittee to address itself to questions such as :

(1) What obligation has the United S tates incurred under the C har
ter of the United Nations to pay assessed contribut ions to the United Nations?

(2) What effect would a reduction such as tha t proposed in this 
resolution have on the ability  of the United  Nations to function?

(3) What benefits accrue to the United Sta tes by continuing to be a 
major  contributor to the United Nations ?

(4) Wh at is the justification for basing our contributions on popula
tion ra the r than gross national product ?

(1)
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(5) Wou ld thi s resolu tion be rega rded  as ret al ia tio n ag ains t t he  de 
fea t of  the U.S . positi on on Chinese rep resentati on  in the Un ited 
Nations?

(6) W ha t is  th e capacity of the Uni ted State s to  make fina ncial con
tri bu tio ns  to  the Un ite d Na tio ns  com par ed to the  financ ial  cap aci ty 
of  o ther  m embers ?

These an d othe r im po rta nt  qu esti ons  sh ould be ca refu lly  considered  
in orde r fo r the  subcomm ittee  t o fu lly  u nd erstan d the  implicat ion s of 
th is le gis lat ion .

We  are  fo rtu na te  in ha ving  ob tained some expert witnesses emi
ne ntl y qualified to ans wer the que stio ns raised  by th is le gi slat io n: th e 
three pr incipa l spon sors , Re presen tat ives  Sike s, Crane , an d Waggo n- 
ne r;  fo rm er  Am bassador to  the Uni ted Na tio ns  A rt hur G oldb erg;  A s
sis tant  S ec retar y of St ate Sam uel  D eP alm a;  and Mr.  Stephen Schwe-  
bel, pro fes sor of in tern at iona l law  at  Jo hn s Ho pk ins Un ive rsi ty.

Con gressm an Sikes, we are  d eli gh ted  to h ave  yo u h ere . W e a re  hon
ored by your  presence  as one of  ou r most emine nt colle agues. Wo uld  
you proc eed , please ?

STATEMENT OF HON. EGBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN  
CONGRESS FROM THE  STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr.  S ikes . Mr.  Ch air ma n, you  are  v ery  kin d. I do welcome th is op 
po rtun ity  to appear .

As I  th ink th is com mit tee  rea lize s, I am no t an  adv oca te of the  
Un ite d Nat ions. I tr y  t o be objec tive . I  am no t influenced by per son al 
con sidera tion s. I  h ave  n ot  had  a per son al asso ciation  with  t he  o rg an i
zat ion  or wi th any organiza tio n ha ving  a n in ter es t pro or  con in the 
U.N . Per ha ps  thi s gives me more  free dom of exp ress ion.

Fr om  my sta nd po in t, I  do n’t th in k the Am erican  taxp ay er  is ge t
ting  his  mon ey’s w or th  fro m the U.S . contr ibu tio ns  to  th e U.N., and 
in th is  I include  all sums  pa id  to  the U.N . and its  agen cies  by our 
Government .

I am not  imp ressed by the  argu men t th at  the U.N . rep res ents the  
only wo rld  for um  which  is avail ab le to us. I hav e seen endless and 
seemingly useless sem ant ics come out  o f U.N. deb ates fo r yea rs, much  
of it dir ec ted  ag ains t the Uni ted State s or our world  objectives fo r 
peace w ith ou t sur rend er  to comm unism .

Also, L see some g ood being don e by some o f the  U.N. org ani zat ion s, 
pa rt icul ar ly  in  he al th  and ch ild  pro gra ms . I am no t impressed by 
oth ers , such  as the  IL O  whi ch seems lar ge ly to  be dominated  now by 
the Russians , who by no str etch  of  the im ag ina tio n can  be call ed a 
mode l fo r lab or  po licie s.

Ye t I am a rea lis tic  person . I  know  th at  th e ad min ist ra tio n and  a 
very subs tan tia l numb er of  Con gressm en and Se na tor s are  going  to 
wa nt to con tinu e ou r pa rti cipa tio n in  the  U.N . an d ou r con trib utions 
to it.

So I  am di recti ng  my in terest  pr im ar ily  a t he lp ing to  pu t an end 
to the grandiose scale of  paym ents whereby we pic k up  ha lf  the  bill 
fo r U.N . opera tion s. Re gardles s of  all  othe r con sidera tions,  we ca n’t 
afford  it. Th is co un try  i s b roke. We  a re op erat ing on borrowed money 
and we a re payin g o ur  co ntr ibuti on s to  the U .N. wi th borrowed money.
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We don’t have money to give away. The U.S. deficit fo r the years 
1970, 1971, and 1972 will tota l about $50 billion. This  is an amount 
equal to the total U.S. deficit for  the years 1946 throu gh 1967.

The situation is worsening every year. Even when we helped to 
rebuild the world following World  War II , plus the costs of Korea, 
plus the tremendous costs of Vietnam, the deficits were not as g reat 
as they are now. We are writ ing blank checks on borrowed money.

The taxpayers are alarmed and  unhappy. Sooner or later, they will 
get the bill for all of our expenditures and they are becoming in
creasingly concerned about expenditures tha t are unnecessary. 1 sub
mit that an unf air  share of U.N. expenditures is an unnecessary ex
pense, par ticu larly  when no other country even approaches payments 
as large as ours and many pay little  or nothing.

No, Mr. Chairman. the United States  is not the richest nation on 
earth. Our debt is staggering  and so are debt costs. Our currency is 
under attack. Our balance of payments stands at a record deficit. It  
is time to retrench.

Many b ills have been introduced to accomplish a reduction in U.S. 
contributions to the U.X. The bill which I advocate is cosponsored by 
71 Members. There  are  other bills. We seek an amendment to existing 
law.

There is a limit ation  to U.S. contributions to the United Nations  and 
its agencies. I refe r you to 22 U.S.C. 262b, which states in part :

No representa tives of the United States  Government in any in terna tional orga
nization afte r fiscal year 1953 shall  make any commitment requiring the ap
propria tion of funds for a contribution by the United States  in excess of 33% 
percentum of the budget of any international organization for which the ap
propriat ion for the United States  contribution is contained in the act * * *.

Tha t limita tion, Mr. Chairman, is contained in the Department of 
State Appropria tion Act, adopted Ju ly 10,1952, and I  am informed it 
is permanent law.

There will be those who suggest that a limi tation  on funds is in vio
lation of treaty obligations incurred  by ratification of the U.N. Charter. 
Let me point out that the language just  cited was proposed and ap
proved by the U.S. Senate, the same body which ratified the charte r.

Tha t body obviously saw no conflict between the language of the 
amendment and the language contained in the U.N. Charter. It  is 
just as obvious tha t subsequent Congresses have seen no conflict, for 
the language continues to stand as the law of the land (Public Law 
495, 82d Cong.), and has not been repealed.

Regardless of th is situation, we have not adhered to the limitation. 
We have exceeded it. Let me call to your attention the words “in ex
cess of.*' If  I understand the meaning of this language, our Govern
ment’s agencies have been violating the inten t of the law for years 
in that  we have consistently paid more than  33!/3 percent of the’costs 
of the U.N. and its agencies.

Since the limitat ion is in the form of a ceiling, obviously it permits 
lower payment.

Since the United Nations came into being in 1946, its total  expendi
tures through calendar year 1970 have amounted to $9.2 billion. Of 
this amount, the United States  has contributed $3.8 billion, or 41 per 
cent of the total  U.N. outlays. In calendar year 1970, the total  U.N.
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outlay for the operation of U.N. headquarters and Secre tariat vas  
$152 million. Of this amount, the United States contributed $58.9 mil
lion. or about 38 percent of the cost.

The United States is a member of a t least 18 Un ited Nations agen
cies, and there are many other examples of a disproportionate and 
possibly illegal—U.S. level of contributions. Our total payment to the 
U.N. in 1971 is $335.5 million, not a small sum.

Now the United States is in deep trouble financially. We can no 
longer carry the present unfa ir share of the expense of the United 
Nations. There are too many other areas where tax  dollars are more 
urgent ly needed, and these urgent areas, par ticu larly  domestic pro
grams in the  United States, should  have prio r consideration.

Those witnesses who speak here in support of the taxp ayer’s posi
tion will tell you the taxpayers are tired  of being taken for granted 
when our Government makes excess payments to the United Nations 
and. by so doing, neglects needed programs at  home. I t is thei r money 
tha t has  been given away so generously throughout the  history of the 
United  Nations.

The world p icture has changed very greatly  since the U.N. was or
ganized. When the great  powers met in 1945 to arrive at a means of 
avert ing another worldwide war. it appeared tha t only the United  
States  possessed sufficient economic strength to undertake the financial 
support of a world organization. Great Brita in. Russia, and France 
had been shattered by the war. J apan  and Ita ly lay defeated and im
potent. Germany was crushed and divided. China had been overrun 
by the Japanese  and soon would be taken over by the Communists. 
With  characterist ic generosity, the United States undertook to finance 
the rebuilding of the world.

Tha t was more than a quarte r century ago. Today, Russia challenges 
the United States for world leadership, j ap an  is an industrial giant. 
France  and Ita ly are cornerstones in the Common Market. Great B rit 
ain is growing stronger. Red China  is a nuclear power, is a member of 
the United Nations, and is making its power and position felt against 
the United  States.

What we propose in the hill now under consideration is a downward 
revision of the limitat ion already on the statute books. By following 
the formula suggested in the bill, the U.S. contribut ion would be based 
on the relative populations o f the United States and the  U.N. member 
states.

With Communist China now in the U.N., the U.S. percentage of 
population  stands a t approximately fi percent of the total. Russia now 
has 7.5 percent, and Communist China about 23 percent.

Assuming a billion dollar U.N. budget for the coming year, the U.S. 
contribution would be about $60 million instead of the  $350-$400 mil
lion it has been estimated we are spending. Russia would contribute 
about $75 million instead of the $41.9 million contributed by the So
viets in 1970. and Communist China would contribute about $230 mil
lion to the U.N. and its agencies. Tha t seems to he a proper p ropor
tionate share of the costs.

While there is little the Congress can do to compel the United  
Nations to adopt the population formula as official policy, the Con
gress can—as it has alreadv done—place more stringent limits on our
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own expenditures. Possibly, this would bring about a U.N. reexam
ination of assessment policies and the result could be a formula which 
ultimate ly the United States  and others, but part icula rly the United  
States, would find acceptable.

If  there is a single g rain  of good to come from the United Nations’ 
vote on China, it is tha t the people and the Congress of the United 
States, for the first time, now are taking a hard look at th at world o r
ganization and the U.S. role in it and the cost to our country.

Emphasis on finances has been a long time coming. Many of us 
have been calling for such a review for more than a decade-long 
before our good friend and ally, the Republic of China, was cashiered 
from the world body, to the cheers of a long lis t of nations who have 
been our beneficiaries in one way or another, and long before the U.N. 
resolution of criticism of the Congress for possessing the common 
sense to demand that  our Government follow trade  policies which are 
in our interests, jus t as other  U.N. member nations  already are doing.

However, we do not seek retribu tion. We seek redistr ibution—re
distribution  on a fai r and equitable basis of the cost of operating the  
United Nations and associated agencies. The bills under consideration 
provide a means of achieving the  equity we should seek fo r the work
ing men and women of America—the taxpayers who pay for the 
commitments which the Congress makes.

Now, finally, I think the average U.S ta xpayer finds it shocking tha t 
he is called upon to pay eight times as much to the  U.N. as the aver
age Russian. Certa inly we are not eight times richer, nor do we re 
ceive eight times the benefit from the United Nations. As a m atter of 
fact, as the voting goes, it would appeal- tha t the Communists gener
ally may he receiving eight times as much benefit from the U.N. as the 
democracies.

None of this would indicate th at we should be eight times as benevo
lent. A similar  comparison with the taxpayers of other nations is 
equally disconcerting.

What  T propose is not a precedent. There is a limita tion now on the 
statu te books, although it is not being followed. I  seek only that  the 
present statu tory limitat ion be revised to reflect congressional and 
public desire for a more equitable formula.

There is no reason that  this  need be a death  blow to the U.N. All that 
is required is tha t each nation have sufficient interes t to follow the 
lead of the United Sta tes and pay its proportionate share  of the U.N .’s 
expenses. Then the world body would not lose one penny.

Only the  load would be shift ed, not the dollar return . This involves 
no violation of our t rea ty obligations.

More to the point, adoption of the proposed bi ll will bring  about a 
fai r and equitable U.S. share of the U.N. costs. We owe it to the tax 
payers to take this  step, and i f supporters of the United Nations want 
it to survive, we owe it to tha t body to allow every nation  the full 
opportunity  to share in its  operation fairly .

There is no valid argument against equity. There is every argument 
for it.

I respectfully  request your favorable  consideration of a bill to limit  
U.S. payments to the United Nations on the basis of population.

7 1-9 42— 72 2
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Thank  you again, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy in hearing me.
Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Congressman Sikes.Let me indicate that we have had a slight change in our scheduling. ( ongressman Crane had to go to the Ways and Means Committee. Ambassador Goldberg will testify ahead of Mr. Crane, who will be back later.
Mr. Fascell?
Mr. Fascell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am very pleased to welcome the dean of the F lorida delegation to this subcommittee. As usual he has been very candid, cogent, and realistic.
I am not prepared to say that T agree or disagree with the formula laid down in the proposed resolution, Mr. Sikes, but I must agree with you, even though the timing may seem inappropriate to some people for a realistic appraisal or facing up—or “emphasis on” is what I believe you said in your statement—the financial crisis that  confronts the I .N. and the role that the Uni ted States is playing in the U.N. I could not agree with you more, and perhaps  this whole China question is the thing  tha t brought it to a head. But it has been around a long time.The financial crisis has plagued the Department of State. I know tha t from my own experience at the U.N. It is a tough issue and i t is not going to go away. I think  the quicker we get to it, the better off we will be.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Gross ?
Mr. Gross. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Sikes, I want to compliment you on an excellent, incisive statement. What has happened recently in the United Nations points up to the people of this  country what an exercise in fut ility  it has been. Tr is worse than an exercise in futi lity because we are deeply and heavily involved.
I support your bill, but I would go a step fur the r and withdraw from th is perfidious outfit.
I thank you for your statement.
Air. S ikes. Thank you. sir.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Rosenthal ?
Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
I, too, want to welcome our distinguished colleague from Florida and tell him of  the great respect we have for him.T have two general questions.
You have not mentioned the question of the adjustment in the voting structure in the United Nations. That seems to me one way to develop a lit tle more equity, at least in the General Assembly. Have you given any thought to the question of adjustment in the voting pattern?Mr. Sikes. I  have been concerned with the fact th at Russia has three votes, everyone else has one. I have assumed that it would be extremely difficult to arrive at any sharing of votes in a different way. T have heard of no effort to change the present unrealistic system.I don’t know how you would get the  U.N. to agree to any change in the voting s tructure. It should follow the “one man-one vote” principle
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and be a “one nation-one vote” principle or it  should be based on popu
lation or contribut ion.

No effort is being made to change the present system.
I presume our delegates to the U.N. do not  wan t to get into  an end

less problem, into endless discussion, with lit tle prospect of change for 
the better.

I would welcome any comments the distinguished gentleman has as 
to how some different formula might be arrived at.

Mr. Rosenthal. I am sure either Ambassador Goldberg or Mr. De- 
Palma may offer some suggestions. I have been concerned in the Gen
eral Assembly situations  where very small nations have equal vote with 
other nations. In other words, “one nation-one vote” may not be a 
realistic appraisal of the world responsibilities and the contributions.

Mr. S ikes. T don 't have a formula to suggest.
Mr. Rosenthal. Is it your thought tha t the nations of Asia and 

Africa,  and indeed the entire world, should contribute  financially to 
the U.N. solely according to population?

Mr. S ikes. Yes.
Mr. Rosenthal. With no other  criterion such as gross national prod

uct or economic viability?
Mr. Sikes. I think  if you br ing in  too many different types of for

mulas you find yourself right back where we are now, so let us base it 
simply on population. Gross national product can be a very misleading 
term.

Mr. Rosenthal. In  your opinion, would the nations  of Africa  or 
South America be able to live by this formula ?

Mr. S ikes. You would have to cut the cost of the U.N. to more 
realistic figures. I suspect they have been living rath er high since 
money from the United States  has been available generally  for the 
asking. I think  you would have to cut the costs of the U.N. and its 
operations and its agency operations to a figure commensurate with 
willingness to contribute.

T think if you do that  you will find that most nations, if they really 
want to partic ipate  in the organizations, could pay a pro rata share.

Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Frelinghuysen?
Mr. F relinghuysen. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
I, too, have been interested in Congressman Sikes' testimony. I must 

say I find it very unpersuasive. I  would think the clearer course would 
be as Mr. Gross advocates, and tha t is simply to withdraw from the 
United Nations, if we are not gett ing our money’s worth, as you say.

You seem to be recognizing the U.N. has some value, but it is not 
worth the amount we have been put ting  into it.

How do you determine what is worthwhile for the U.S. taxpayers, 
Mr. Sikes?

Mr. Sikes. I am taking a literal view of the situation and assume 
tha t it is going to be the  policy of whatever administration we have 
that we remain in the United Nations and tha t there will be no posi
tive effort to take us out of the U.N. organization. That being the case, 
I am suppo rting a proposal to reduce our contributions.
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Mr. Frelingiiuysen. The devil’s advocate, so to speak. You don’t 
really believe in the U.N. but you believe it should be supported be
cause others do?

Mr. Sikes. No, not necessarily. T think  if we are going to stay in 
it we should pay a lesser part, a more proportionate  part, not the lion’s 
share. T see no justification to continue to  carry  so much of the load. 
As I  said before, we do not have the money to continue to carry such a disproportionate share of the costs. We are paying with blank checks. 
We are paying with borrowed money. That does not make sense to me.

The U.N. is not tha t essential to any world activity  of which I  am 
apprized. It  is a discussion body. It has been years since I have seen 
anything come out of it tha t indicates any part icular reason fo r the 
United States to pay a major par t of its costs.

If you want to stay in the forum, all right , hut don’t pay with 
borrowed money much more than  a reasonable share just to part ici
pate in a discussion body.

Mr. F relingiiuysex. Of course we are paying our share as presently 
determined appropriate. You are suggesting a different formula. Your 
language seems to he so loose, Air. Sikes. You said just now there is 
no justification for us to continue to carry  the whole load. Even in 
your statement you don’t suggest we are carry ing the whole load.

You suggest something else which is inaccurate. You say we can’t afford to pick up half the bill for U.N. operations. We don’t pick 
up half  the bill for U.N. operations. Your statement indicates we have been putting  up less than 40 percent

Perhaps we could pinpoint what this load is and what relief it 
would be to the taxpayers if we should reduce our contributions.

Mr. Sikes. I will take your statement of 40 percent. I said “ha lf” ; tha t is a general term. I will take your statement of 40 percent. It  is still an unrealistic and unjustifiable figure.
Mr. Frelingiiuysex. I did not make tha t statement, Mr. Sikes. I 

was re ferrin g to your statement, on page 2. You suggested that  it  was about 38 percent of the cost.
I haven’t tried Io categorize what percentage the United  States is contributing. I am saying you are inaccurate in saying tha t we are bearing the whole load or 50 percent of it. Your own statement indi cates we are not providing that amount of money.
Mr. Sikes. I am saying tha t we should not pay more than our pro 

rata  share based on population in the United  States. Is that clear enough, sir?
Air. F relingiiuysex. That  is about the only thing tha t is clear. 

AVhat T am saying is that  you are saying we are carrying  the whole load. Then you say, “That is not what I  mean.” You say we are puttin g up 50 percent, and then you say, “T hat  is no t what I mean.”
I cannot follow your reasoning.
Air. S ikes. Let me_ assure the  distinguished gentleman I sometimes have difficulty following his reasoning too.
Air. F relingiiuysex. AVe could pay this out of our back pocket if  

it were in our interest, and a lot of us think the U.N. is in our interest. It  is not a question of “Can we support substan tial domestic programs and also support the U.N. ?”
Even under your own formula there would only be a reduction of about $250 million tha t we are now providing the U.N., so that is not
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going to provide a new source of funds. There would be no major re
lief for taxpayers if we should follow your suggestions, which I  hope 
we will not.

How do you say we can't afford it ?
Mr. Sikes. “Only $250 million” is a rath er substantial sum to a 

country  t ha t is as much in the hole financially as we are. O ur deficit 
is $25 billion a year. The taxpayers will thin k a reduction of $25Q 
million is a help. Whether you th ink so or not, the taxpayer will ap pre
ciate such a saving.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. The taxpayer  will be naive if he looks at the 
total debt of this Government and th inks $250 million will do much to 
resolve the financial problems we face. It  is easy to demagog on that  
issue. I think what we need to do is to say: “Is this in our interest?”

Mr. S ikes. I think there is demagoguery on both sides a t this point.
Mr. Frelinghuysen. I would not argue that point.
I have no furth er questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Fraser. Mr. Sikes, I just wanted to ask about one statement 

you made. You said tha t the 33%-percent limitat ion is not being 
observed.

Mr. Sikes. We are paying more than tha t.
Mr. F raser. D o we pay more on the assessed contribution?
Mr. S ikes. I assume this re fers to all of our  contributions. It  is true  

tha t we are paying more than 33% percent. That is the limit  if I  under
stand the treaty.

Mr. F raser. Aly understanding  was tha t this applied to those activi
ties for  which the General Assembly makes an assessment. I  th ink in 
tha t case—if I understand  correctly—that we pay less than  that 
amount.

Mr. Sikes. Well, whatever it is, Mr. Chairman, I  am saying this is a 
limitat ion on expenditures. We are paying more than that.  My po int 
is th at we should pay less. I  am assuming we won’t pay less under the 
present formula so I ask for a change in the law.

Mr. Fraser. Let me also cal l attention to the difference in the lan
guage of tha t limitation. I t says that no U.S. representa tives shall 
make a commitment requir ing an appropriation  in excess of 33%. The 
bill tha t you are sponsoring says th at the United  Sta tes shall not  pay, 
in effect, in excess of what a population apportionment would provide.

Mr. Sikes. That  is correct.
Mr. Fraser. I take it there may be some difference under the  trea ty 

to which we are signatory . The  trea ty provides th at the expense of the 
organization shall be borne by the members as apportioned by the 
General Asembly. I  take it if the General Assembly makes an appor
tionment, we are bound by treaty to pay.

Mr. Sikes. I  feel tha t the Congress has the auth ority to make the 
necessary changes and not pay more than  our pro rat a share.

Mr. Fraser. Would you accept my view, though,  th at  enactment of 
this law would be a withdrawal  or a modification of that trea ty obligation?

Mr. Sikes. Not necessarily. I think the fact  tha t we have a law on 
the statu te books limit ing our payment indicates tha t we can pass other  laws limiting our payments.

Air. Fraser. I am making the po int that  the  other  law says th at our 
k presenta tive shall not make a commitment. But  tha t does not seem
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to be an effort to actually change the trea ty language. In  other words, 
even if our representative did not make a commitment, the General As
sembly might still make an appor tionment of expenses, le t us say, to 
put our costs highe r than  they are today, at 35 percent. I assume we 
would be bound under the treaty.

Mr. S ikes. Mr. Chairman, I  do not think  we can be required  to pay 
a disproportionate  sum. I feel tha t the Congress in its wisdom can 
work its  will on this problem and  th at is what l  am proposing.

Mr. F raser. In any event, I  th ink your point is that the measure of 
contributions, however arrived at, should be based on a population 
apportionment.

Mr. Sikes. That is correct.
Mr. F raser. Would  you re gard  the  Cyprus peacekeeping effort as a 

useful U.N. effort ?
Mr. Sikes. Yes, I  think  it  has been a useful effort. There have been 

other useful actions. I don’t decry all tha t the United Nations has 
done.

Mr. F raser. I  was thinking of what  value to the United States is the 
U.N.

Mr. Sikes. The things of value have, I fear, been few and far  be
tween. I don't think  that  the to tal cost to us has been justified by the 
good that has come out o f the U.N. I  th ink we are paying too much. I 
don’t think we can afford it.

Mr. F raser. Had the U.N. not been able to send in forces to main
tain peace in Cyprus, I think there is a very high probabi lity tha t 
Greece and Turkey would have gone to war with each other. I don’t 
know what kind of value you would at tach to it. We don’t know, but 
clearly the risk would have been higher. I wonder how one can p ut a 
dolla r measure on that sort  of thing.

Mr. Sikes. I  th ink tha t the  world  powers, had they attempted to be 
as persuasive as they have been in more recent activities, for instance, 
with Israe l and the Arab countries, that it might not have been neces
sary  to send peacekeeping forces to Cyprus. We don’t know whether 
war would have broken out or not. without peacekeeping forces.

I agree it was worth the  effort in order to avoid the risk.
And there will be other  instances where these things  should be done, 

but they can be done with every nation bearing its fai r share of the 
costs. What we have been doing is contributing much more than our 
share to activities of this sort when other nations refuse to pay. I 
don’t th ink that is fair  or necessary.

They take it for g ranted th at the United States is going to pay, and 
we pay. If  they know we are not going to do so, I thin k other nations 
would pay their  fair  part  of the burden.

Mr. Fraser. I s it fai r to ask if you would accept the idea tha t F lor 
ida should pay its proportion of the Federal budget according to popu
lation and abandon the income tax ?

Mr. Sikes. Wc are paying a bigger part of the Nation’s taxes than 
the average State. We are not asking that  the system be discontinued. 
In th is case, we think  we get our money’s worth.

Mr. Fraser. In  our system, we operate  on the concept of ability to 
pay as embodied in the Federa l income tax. Would you favor abandon
ing th at and favor the per capita  extraction ? I aria tr ying to see how 
far  you would carry the principle.
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Mr. Sikes. This is a question involving the U nited Nations not the States. I think our Nation is paying too much to the United Nations.Mr. Fraser. Let me ask about some other things as to what value you place on them. One of the more dramatic successes in the international sphere has come throu gh the eradication  of smallpox through the efforts of the WHO worldwide effort. I t has been estimated t ha t if the United States abandoned vaccinations it would save in excess of $100 million a year just from not having to vaccinate every schoolchild.It  might well have been th at the World Health Organization could not have undertaken this if the contributions had been limited to the kind of assessment you are speaking of. They could not have generated enough resources.
Mr. Sikes. Smallpox has not been a threat to the  United States for a very long time. Smallpox vaccine has been available throughout most of the world for a long time, to  anybody who wanted it, in nations whose governments would make the effort to make i t available to their people.
Of course it is a very fine thing, and I don’t decry the  point  that the U.N. has contributed in helping to spread the work'of control of smallpox. What I am saying is tha t I  don’t think th at the  World Health O rganization is necessarily responsible for the fact tha t smallpox has been substantia lly brought under control. I do th ink it is a good thing.1 have said in my sta tement tha t I am impressed by the child and health programs. This is one of the things th at I consider important. I think this type of support is more important than for us to be the biggest contributor to the General Assembly and its semantics.I would rath er see us pay money to useful U.N. world agencies such as health and child programs. I know th at refugee problems are very serious. Nevertheless, we are not solving refugee problems by continuing to contribute money. The problems go on and on.
I think  one of these days we are going to have to face up to finding methods of solving the refugee problem other  than with contributions  to continue the present very sad state of the refugees.
But there are things  being done by the U.N. that  I recognize as good. I would rather contribu te to those than to continue to pay disproportiona tely as we are paying  to the U.N. Assembly and i ts activities.
Air. Fraser. As I understand it, the only mandatory assessments that  we are bound by t reaty to pay, are running about $56 million a year. The balance of our contribu tions we make on a vo luntary basis each year in the foreign assistance legislation. So we are free to change that.
For  example, this  year i f we decide we do not want to make a voluntary contribution  to the World Health Organization or the Children’s Fund or the refugee programs in the Middle East, we could do so; we could cut back. On our m andato ry assessment I  think we are  down to 3U/f> percent. That  is the central  financing for  the U.N. and its  administrative operations and so on.
You would favor more support  fo r these other  activities , I  gath er— the Children ’s Fund  and the W orld Health Organization.Mr. Sikes. Yes, I would.
Mr. Bingham. I  certainly read H.R. 11386 differently. I t says: “The aggregate amount of assessed and volun tary contributions by the
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United States  to the United  Nations and its affiliated agencies * * * 
shall not exceed.” and so forth.

T understand Nlr. Sikes to be proposing that  total contribution, both 
assessed and volunta ry, “shall not exceed”-----

Mr. Sikes. I think this is a good star ting  point. I know about as 
well as you do, Mr. Bingham, t ha t th is bill is not going to be reported 
by this committee. But T think we need a starting point.

There is room for adjustment to get a bet ter basis for payments than 
we now have. Congress must accept the responsibility or we will never 
accomplish a change.

Mr. F relinghhysen. If the chairman will yield ?
That does not get around Mr. Bingham’s point tha t your own pro- 

posnl would prohibit-----
Mr. Sikes. I  stand on my proposal as being realistic.
Mr. F relingiiuysen. You just  suggested tha t there should not be 

an automatic limitation on voluntary contributions because Congress 
on an annual basis could and does review what it wants to give for 
refugee relief. Your proposal would oblige a mandatory ceiling on 
such contributions.

Air. Sikes. I introduced the bill and I support the bill. There is a 
need for change. The United States  is paying  too much to the U.N. 
Only Congress can change this.

Mr. F reetngiiuysen. Do you understand the significance of your 
proposal ?

Mr. S tkes. I  support the bi ll I  introduced. I t is a fai r and realistic 
proposal.

Mr. F reltnghtjysen. D o you unders tand tha t it would provide a 
ceiling on volunta ry contributions ?

Mr. Sikes. Yes.
Mr. F relingiiuysen. I did not  understand tha t from your answer to 

Mr. Fraser ’s question.
Mr. Sikes. I support the bill I  introduced. I was discussing the 

situation as I  see it to exist. I  am try ing  to be realistic about what may 
come out of this committee and about what is happening in the 
world.

I said there are United Nations’ agencies which are doing more 
good than the U.N. General Assembly, and I would rather  see our 
money go there if there are to be payments beyond a pro rata share. 
I am not convinced tha t either is necessary.

Mr. F raser. Thank you very much, Mr. Sikes. I  think this exchange 
has he lped identi fy some of the issues tha t we are faced with.

Mr. Bingham. Mr. Chairman, could I  not ask some questions?
Mr. F raser. I  am sorry. I  inadvertan tly failed to call on you.
Mr. Bingham. I am glad to welcome the dean of the Florida dele

gation before this subcommittee. I t is a ra ther unexpected honor.
Mr. Sikes, do I understand from your testimony and from your 

statement tha t you believe your proposal would be an equitable pro
posal ; t ha t is, this would be in  the interes t of fairness  to make this a 
population measure for  contributions?

Mr. Sikes. Yes; I think t ha t is a fai r way to determine how much 
we should pay.
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Mr. B ingham. You don’t thin k ability  to pay should come into the 
picture ?

Mr. Sikes. I do not feel we have the ability to pay what we are 
now paying. That is pa rt of my statement. I  think tha t we do not 
have the ability  to continue to pay at the level at which we have been 
paying. We don’t have th e money. We are borrowing the money. We 
are broke. We are going deeper in debt every year. Our dollar is in 
trouble at home and abroad. The balance of payments presents a 
worse picture  than  it ever has. We don’t have the money.

Mr. Bingham. Do you have an estimate of what the ratio  of our 
gross national product is to the gross nat ional product of the world ?

Mr. Sikes. I  am looking at our debt, our taxes-----
Mr. Bingham. Could you answer the question, please?
Mr. Sikes. No, I don’t.
Mr. Bingham. I t is of the order of one-half, isn’t it ?
Mr. Sikes. I don’t know. I  don’t think it is a measure of ability to 

pay.
Mr. B ingham. I f it is of the order of one-half, do you th ink it is a 

fai r proposition that we should be limited to 8 percent or thereabouts 
in contributions?

Mr. S ikes. I f we were a wealthy Nation with plenty  of money, with 
our budget in the  black, without a stagge ring debt, with a sound dollar 
tha t isn’t dropp ing in value compared to other  currencies, with a 
favorable  balance of trade, this  would indicate tha t we are a rich 
Nation which could afford to pay more than our share to world orga 
nizations, then the story would be entire ly different from the pres
ent. That is not the case.

Our financial situation and our ability  to pay is not reflected in 
gross national product. We don’t have the money. We are broke.

Mr. Bingttam. If  I recall correctly, Mr. Sikes, you voted against, I 
believe, spoke agains t an amendment I proposed on the floor 2 days  
ago to eliminate $800 million from our proposed budget for the pu r
pose of 48 controversial fighter planes, the F-14. Is t ha t correct?

Air. Sikes. Yes: th at is correct.
Mr. Bingiiam. Do you think we can afford that  but we can’t afford 

what we are paying to the U.N?
Air. Sikes. I don’t thin k we have any choice but  to try  to maintain 

defenses adequate for our own security. We. don’t have a really first- 
line fighter plane in our inventory that  is less than 15 years old. The 
Russians have developed a number of advanced air cra ft since we 
brought one out.

They have these modern airc raf t flying around Israel.  The ir Fox 
Bat is much more modern than  anything  we have. It  is the  most ad
vanced plane in the world. I know that the  F-14 will not do some of the 
things tha t the Fox  Bat will do, but it will do much more than the F-4 
will do. Its weaponry will make i t equal to the Fox Bat  in perfo rm
ance.

So I think  tha t we have to look to the security of th is country. I f  you 
are going in debt for anyth ing, you should go in  debt to stay strong  
enough to stay alive.

71- 94 2— 72------ 3
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I don't think we live in a kind of world where we can neglect our 
defenses. I voted for  the F-14. I was happy to vote yesterday for the defense of the country.

1 don't know how the distinguished gentleman voted, and that is his 
business, but I voted for the defense of our country. I th ink it is essen
tial if we are to survive. T don’t like the cost, either. Tt is fr ightening .
1 don't think we have a choice. 1 do think  we have a choice on whether 
to continue to pay more than our share to the U.N. That  doesn't have 
to do with the survival of the United States.

Mr. Bingham. Does it not come to the question of what the gentle
man thinks is important and vital, and not the question of what we 
can afford?

Mr. Sikes. I don't accept tha t at all.
Mr. Bingham. Thank you.
Mr. Gross. Nowhere in Mr. Sikes’ statement did I see any reference 

to the gross national product. I thought  he was dealing with net na
tional income. W ith all the  fictions built into the gross national prod
uct. I am sure the gentleman would not use tha t as any measure of 
economic well-being. Wha t I really wanted to suggest was that  the 
gentleman from F lorida is trying to do the city of New York a favor. 
The people there have been protes ting the  mayor’s pledge of $25 mil
lion to construct more buildings for this polyglot outfit in their city.

What the gentleman is try ing  to do. as are some of the rest of us. is to 
save them from embarrassment in New York City.

Mr. F ascell. Mr. Chairman, T would like to clear up one point, since 
the F-14 and the cost of tha t has been put on the record.

Am T correct, Mr. Sikes, that it would cost more to cancel out the 
contract  for the F-14 than it would be to  go ahead with the procure
ment; that  there was $800 million in the bill for procurement of the 
F-14, but to cancel the contract  would cost the U.S. Government $1.1 
billion ? And that is without regard to the merits or demerits of the 
airc raft,  or the national security of the United States. It is sheer 
economics.

Mr. Sikes. That is correct. But an even more overriding consider
ation is the need for an advanced aircraft. We must get one as soon 
as we can if we are to avoid showdowns where we would have to back 
down.

Mr. Fascell. We can't wait for the ultimate weapon if we need 
one. 1 agree with you. it is too bad we need weapons, but we have to have them.

You of course are aware of the fact that  the U.S. Government lias 
been maintaining a consistent effort in the U.N. on the reduction of 
its share of the assessment; that  is, the regula r assessment. It has been a long and difficult struggle.

I don't know what the exact rate is now, I think our chairman said it is 31.5.
Mr. Fraseii. Based on information I have been furnished, for 1972 it is 31.5.
Mr. F ascell. The reduction obtained is testament to the sheer skill 

and diplomacy of the U.S. representatives in the U.N. But it has taken 
many years. And of course the U.N. financial problem still persists.
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So there is something to be said for a realistic appraisal of the 
financial situation at the U.N., Mr. Sikes. Maybe this gives us an 
opportuni ty to meet it squarely in the eye.

Mr. Stkes. We are try ing  to help.
Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Mr. Sikes. We have had a very 

good discussion.
Mr. S ikes. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Fraser. Mr. Crane has returned,  but has graciously consented 

to let Ambassador Goldberg go ahead.
Will you come up, Mr. Ambassador?
Mr. Ambassador, we want to welcome you back before this sub

committee. You are so well known for your record o f public service 
that  we won't try  to reiterate your impressive biography, but we are 
delighted to have you here.

Why don't you proceed in whatever  manner you like. You can either 
go with your prepared statement or submit it for the record, whatever 
you like.

STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR J. GOLDBERG, FORMER PERMANENT 
U.S. REPRESENTATIVE TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. Goldberg. I thank you, Mi'. Chairman, and members of the 
committee, and than k you for not outlining my biography.  After 
having heard it a thousand times at various meetings, one is inclined 
to be bored with himself.

1 shall read briefly from the statement and then be glad to answer 
questions.

Mr. Chairman, I deeply apprecia te the opportunity to appear  before 
this distinguished subcommittee to discuss the U.S. partic ipation in 
the United Nations.

Today I appear  before you not in my official capacity  but as a con
cerned citizen of our country. I want to talk  part icula rly about our 
financial support of the U.N. and what does constitute  our fail share. 
This indeed is a very legitimate question, but it is obvious that one 
cannot speak of finances in isolation.

The essential question, which I believe is reflected by the questions 
which have been asked pro and con on this resolution is to measure our 
national  interest  in an effective United  Nations.

I served 3 years as American Ambassador. T his gave me an ample 
opportunity  to observe its accomplishments and its shortcomings. More 
than once I took strong exception to the ill-considered resolutions of 
the General Assembly.

Perhaps it is not well known to Congress, but on one occasion I got 
up in the General Assembly and  I  told the General Assembly tha t the 
resolution they had adopted was unconstitutional and the United 
States would not comply with it.

Mr. Gross. Let me inte rrup t you just with this observation, th at I 
don't believe I said anyth ing about the “effective United Nations.”

Mr. Goldberg. No; you expressed yourself tha t it is not in the na
tional interest of the Uni ted S tates to be in the United Nations. I think 
whether it is or not in the national interest is really the issue.
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The chairman’s question, I think,  reflected the question of how can 
we have an effective United Nations and what is required to have it? 
Tha t is what I was refer ring  to.

I felt even more frustra ted at times when the U.N. was unable to 
deal with world problems of vital importance affecting peace and 
security, such as the war in Vietnam.

But the real question is not whether  the U.N. is always right or 
whether i t can deal with all th reats to peace and security that face the 
world. The real question is whether the world would be a safer place 
with or  without the United Nations. And we are part of the world.

Being painfully aware of the weaknesses of the U.N., I am never the
less convinced that the world would be a much more dangerous place 
if it did not exist. I  can also affirm, on the basis of my own experience, 
tha t in the absence of the United Nations our na tional interest—this is 
the ultimate test of the foreign policy of every country—would have 
suffered great damage in a number of important areas of concern to 
the United States and the world.

Now, Mr. Chairman, you adverted to one instance which I would 
also like to use as an example, and that is the Cyprus situation.

In the fall of 1967, there was an imminent thre at of war between 
Turkey  and Greece because of the dangerous si tuation on the island of 
Cyprus. Indeed, the  th reat of war was so imminent th at landing c raft  
were a lready loaded with Turkish troops and they were prepared  to 
proceed to Cyprus. Had they done so, there would have been a reaction 
from Greece and we would have been confronted with a war.

Now, war between these two NATO allies would have completely 
unhinged the NATO alliance on i ts crucial eastern flank, and the cost 
to the United States would have been enormous—in terms of the secu
rity  of our country and of our allies.

How was this  war averted? It  was averted mainly because there was 
a United Nations force on the island and U.N. support of American 
diplomatic efforts to avert what appeared at the time to be virtually  a 
certain ty of a rmed conflict.

Ambassador Vance, the  President ’s special and very distinguished 
emissary to the area, would be the first to acknowledge tha t his efforts 
would have been unavailing were it  not for the backstopping of the 
U.S. Mission to the United Nations, supported by the State  Depart
ment, and the cooperation of the Secretary General of the U.N. 
U Thant, and his princ ipal deputy, Dr. Ralph Bunche.

Of overriding importance, however, as a factor in “cooling” the situ
ation was the presence of the U.N. peacekeeping force.

I will say to this distinguished subcommittee and to the committee 
and to the press that the U.S. efforts alone would not have succeeded. 
We needed the U.N. umbrella in order to get agreement that  the war 
should be averted. Indeed, U.N. par ticipa tion became the essential con
dition on the basis of which we were able to  arrive  at a formula to 
avert the war.

I recall Ambassador Vance cabling me from Nicosia, saying tha t 
unless there was a U.N. declaration indica ting tha t the U.N. was pre
pared to consider certain  aspects of the situation, his efforts would 
collapse.

I thereupon called the Secretary General and Dr. Bunche. We got to
gether and worked out the formula which tu rned  out to be the  only
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formula  acceptable to Greece, to Turkey,  and to Archbishop Xakarios, 
and in that way we were able to avert what would have been a cata
strophic  war in terms of human lives and in terms of the strategic  
interests of  the United States.

In my prepared statement which I wrote on an ai rplane,  I  said that  
we currently  pay about $6 million a year toward maintaining  the force 
on Cyprus. I have since h ad an oppor tunity  to check th e record, and 
I find th at the present figure is $4.8 million.

Now, I agree th is is a substantial sum of money, although as Con
gressman Frelinghuysen points out, in terms of  the to tal budget of the 
United Sta tes i t is a small amount of money. But millions are millions. 
It  is a mere drop in the bucket compared, as 1 have said, to what it 
would have cost the United  S tates in pol itical security and ultimately  
in financial terms if the war had broken out between Greece and 
Turkey.

Now, by the way, our  contribution to the Cyprus force is vo luntary. 
It  is quite correct as both Congressman Bingham and Congressman 
Frelinghuysen have pointed out tha t Mr. Sikes’ bill would prevent 
such a contribution because it would limit the amount not only of as
sessed but also of voluntary contributions . Ili s bill so says.

Now I  think we have to put  this in perspective. There are several 
other countries contributing more than  the United  Sta tes, p ropor tion
ately to the ir population, in Mr. Sikes’ terms. Nine governments  other  
than the United States  provide the bulk of milit ary and police con
tingents for the force on Cyprus, and they have absorbed a substan
tial share of the cost of these contingents.

These troop contr ibuting countries also face political problems. I 
will only cite one country,  for  example, Canada is such a country, and 
its leaders have to face thei r Parl iame nt in Ottawa. They have to 
just ify why a much smaller country is absorbing such a proportion of 
costs for this operation. They do so in the in terest  of world peace and  
stability .

We do so also for  tha t reason, but also, as I  have indicated, in the 
interest  of our own security and tha t of our allies.

Another case in point is the Middle East,  very much in our mind 
as it has been throughout  the last several years, indeed perhaps for 
the last more than  20 years. It  will interest  this committee to know, 
and again I am not revealing any grea t Government secret, in May 
1967—I want to emphasize t ha t date, May 1967—1 received instruc
tions from the State  Departmen t, not because they wanted particu
larly  to do this  but  because they were conscious of the feeling that we 
ought to be economical in this area, to work toward  a reduction of 
the U.S. share in suppo rting the U.N. force which was then present 
between Egy pt and Israel, United Arab Republic and Israel,  in the 
Sinai.

I demurred, in all candor,  and in fact refused to follow this directive.
Two weeks passed, the  force was removed at President  Nasser’s in 

sistence, and the 6-day war broke out.
I have no hesitation in saying tha t i f the parties  today would agree 

to a peace tre aty  involving a new United Nations peacekeeping force, 
the United States, and I am sure the Congress, would gladly pay 
scores of times the amount tha t were being expended as our contribu-
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tion in 1967, and it would be a  bargain  at that , to b ring  about peace 
in the area.

A thi rd example, again derived from my own experience, is one 
that  cannot be evaluated in money or in financial terms. Indeed, this 
is the first time I have ever mentioned this example, although it is 
now a part  of history.

It was at  the United Nations th at I was advised by an Ambassador 
from an Eastern European country that  the North Koreans were will
ing to negotiate the release of the prisoner crew of the Pueblo. The 
negotiations then ensued afte r I communicated tha t information to 
our Government, They were difficult negotiations, they lasted a very 
long time, but the ultimate result was th at the courageous men, the 
crew of the Pueblo, were released and repat riated to our own country.

It was also at the United Nations that  T was also advised by this 
Ambassador that  one of  the men had died in the capture—I thought 
then, and I still think it was—a very illegal capture  of a ship on the 
high seas, and I believe some others were wounded. And I was able 
to communicate this information to the families concerned. We had 
no other  information. We got, i t there at the United Nations.

Now, in the trauma of the prisoner-of-war situat ion in Vietnam, 
whatever anybody’s views are about the war, there is one view about 
the sad plight of the prisoners of war and thei r families. I don’t be
lieve one can measure in economic and financial terms the value of 
the informat ion that I received at the U.N. about the Pueblo prisoners 
which enabled us to advise th eir families of thei r fate. We were not 
able to get this information  through any other source,

My experience was reminiscent of Ambassador Jessup’s being ad
vised a t the U.N. of the willingness of our adversaries to enter into 
negotiations about the Berlin airl ift. Tha t information was also con
veyed to us at the United Nations.

Now, I could multip ly examples. The cease-fire in the 1965 war 
between India and Pakistan that was not concluded at Tashkent, it 
was arranged at the United  Nations, largely as a result of an init ia
tive taken by the United States.

Now, our  national interest was very much involved in tha t cease
fire. Shortly before then, there had been movements of Chinese troops. 
These movements were reported, and it was very much in our interest 
to bring this war to a halt,

Even with respect to the 1967 war between Israel and the Arab 
States—of course we do not have peace in the area, and tha t is very 
regret table—the cease-fire there was arrived  at at the U.N.

1 should like to point out a simple fact of history. It is very diffi
cult to bring about a cease-fire in a war where one party  has superiority 
over another party. Th at is a very difficult thing  to do.

Had the 6-day war in the Middle East continued longer, it would 
have increased the danger of  involvement between the United States 
and the Soviet Union.

All wars come to an end sometime. I suppose the India -Pak istan  
war of 1965 and the Israeli-Arab war of 1967 would have come to an 
end by force of arms sometime, but we cannot measure the period 
of time tha t would have elapsed before these wars ground to a halt,

All of us who can remember World War II  will remember that it 
was quite apparent to even the  German high command tha t Germany
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had lost the war  a long time before Hi tler committed suicide in his 
bunker in Berlin.

Now, these are just plain specific examples of the value to the 
United States of this institution,  a value which is a great value.

Mr. F raser. Mr. Ambassador, we have run into a quorum call. In 
an informal consultat ion here, the subcommittee has come to the con
clusion th at when we leave to respond to the quorum call, i t may not 
be feasible to continue the hearing th is morning because a continuing 
resolution will be on the floor immediately afterwards. We are fearful 
tha t members will feel they have to stay  on the floor. So we will have 
to discontinue the balance of the hear ing for  today.

Therefore if you agree, perhaps  we could put  your formal written 
statement in the record, and you could wind up in a minute or two, 
or we could proceed with questions now, whichever you like.

Mr. Goldberg. I will be g lad to put the formal statement in, Mr. 
Chairman.

I would like to add one other word which I also don’t thin k is 
understood, and then I will be glad to respond to questions, and tha t 
is thi s: It  is sometimes forgotten th at Members of Congress particip ate 
in the work of the U.N. That is not, as I can testi fy from my own 
experience, a pro forma par ticipa tion.

Members of Congress, of both Houses, play a very active pa rt in 
the work of the U.N., and a very constructive one. They are very  con
scious of the taxpayers’ dollars involved. I  can t esti fy to  tha t.

They do a very effective job, as the record illustrates, in atte mpt
ing to bring the U.S. contribution down. Indeed, a resolution of the 
General Assembly saying  tha t the U.S. contribu tion must be cut to 
30 percent, and that  is now going on, is largely the product of the 
work of Members of this House who, as members of the U.S. delega
tion when I was Ambassador, were the proponents of the  idea that the 
U.N. must put its house in order.

Finally, I will say this : There is a misunderstanding about resolu
tions at the U.N. and the General Assembly. It  is compounded by the 
China situation, which I discuss in my prepared statement. I wel
comed the admission of Bed China, but I think  tha t Taiwan  should 
not have been expelled.

But this situat ion is ra ther sui generis. Basically , resolutions of the 
General Assembly are recommendations; they are not decisions. We 
are on the Security Council and we can veto actions taken in support 
of a General Assembly resolution which we disapprove.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador.
Without objection, we will put  your statement in the record.
(The statement referred to fo llows:)

Statement of Arthur J. Goldberg, F ormer Permanent U.S. Representative 
to the United Nations and Honorary Cochairman of the  United Nations 
Association of the  United States

Mr. Chai rman , I deeply app rec iate the opportunity  to appea r before this 
dist inguish ed Committee to discuss the  United Sta tes ' partic ipa tion in the  
United Nations.

I want to talk particular ly abo ut our financial suppor t of the  UN and  what 
con stitutes our fa ir  share. Bu t it  is obvious th at  one cannot  speak  of finances 
in isolation. The essent ial ques tion is to measure  our  nat ion al int ere st in an 
effective United  Nations.
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As you know, I served as U.S. Representative to the UN for almost three years. This gave me ample opportunity to observe its accomplishments and short comings. More than  once I took strong exception to ill-considered resolutions of the General Assembly. I felt even more frus trated at  times when the UN was unable to deal with world problems of vi tal importance affecting peace and security, such as the war in Vietnam.
But the real question is not whether the UN is always right or whether i t can deal with all threa ts to peace and security tha t face the world. The real question is whether the world would be a safer  place with or wi thout the United Nations. Being painfully aware of the weaknesses of the UN, I am nevertheless convinced tha t the world would be a much more dangerous place if  it did not exist. I can also affirm, on the basis of my own experience tha t in the absence of the  United Nations our national interest would have suffered gre at damage in a number of important areas of the world.
Let me i llustrate with jus t a few examples from my own experience. In the fall of 1967 there was an imminent thre at of war between Turkey and Greece because of the dangerous situat ion on the island of Cyprus. War between these two NATO allies would have completely unhinged the alliance on its crucial eastern flank. The cost to the U.S. would have been enormous—in terms of the security of our country and of our allies. War between Greece and Turkey was averted mainly because there was a United Nations force on the island and UN support of American diplomatic efforts to avert  what appeared at the time to be the certainty of armed conflict. Ambassador Vance, the President’s special emissary to the area, would be the first to acknowledge tha t his efforts would have been unavailing were it  not for the backstopping of the United State s’ Mission to the United Nations and the cooperation of the Secretary General of the UN, U Thant, and his principal deputy. Dr. Ralph Bunche. Of overriding importance, however, as a factor  in “cooling” the situa tion was the presence of the UN peacekeeping force.
Currently we pay about $4.8 million a year toward mainta ining the force on Cyprus. This, although a substantial sum of money, is but a mere drop in the bucket compared to what it would have cost the United States in political, and ultimate ly financial, terms if war had broken out between Greece and Turkey. I know it is aggravating that some countries do not contribute to the peacekeeping force on Cyprus. It should be noted, however, that some other countries contribute much more proportionately than the United States. Nine of the governments which provide the bulk of m ilitary  and police contingents for the force on Cyprus have themselves absorbed a substantia l share of the cost of those contingents. But tha t is not important. The impor tant thing is tha t the national interest  of the United States is served, and served well, by our support of the UN operation on Cyprus and its observer operation on the  island.Another case in point is the Middle East. In May, 1967. I received instructions from the State  Department to work toward a reduction of the United States’ share in supporting the UNEF force between Egypt and Israel. I demurred and, in fact, refused to follow this directive. Two weeks passed, the force was removed a t President Nasser’s insistence and the Six Day War broke out. I have no hesitation in saying that, if the part ies today would agree to a peace t reaty  involving a new United Nations peacekeeping force, the United States would gladly pay scores of times the amount tha t would have been involved in 1967—and it  would be a bargain at  that.
A third  example is one th at cannot be evaluated in money or financial terms. It  was at the United Nations tha t I was advised by an Ambassador from an Bastern  European country that the North Koreans were willing to negotiate the release of the prisoner crew of the Pueblo. My experience was reminiscent of Ambassador Jessup’s being advised at  the UN of the willingness to enter negotiatio ns about the Berlin blockade.
I could multiply examples. The cease-fires in the 1965 war between India and Pakistan and in the 1967 war between Israel and the Arab States come immediately to mind. True, both of those wars probably would have come to an end ultimate ly by force of arms, but not as soon, and the importance of the saving of life and the lessening of big power involvement which resulted from UN intervention is no t lessened by our inability to evaluate them in financial terms.On the economic side too, the United Nations has served the U.S. interest extremely well. The Committee has heard testimony on this subject by many knowledgeable spokesmen. I need not, therefore, go into detail. Let me simply



21

say th at  mu lti lat era l aid  program s have, among other things, the  following  
adva ntag es :

(1) For  every American dol lar th at  goes into  the  United Nations Devel
opment  Prog ram, for  example , the re are a t lea st two dol lars  from othe r 
donor countries and  rough ly the  same amount from recipien t c ou nt rie s;

(2) Developing countries sometimes  are  willing to accept cont rols by a 
mu ltil ate ral  agency th at  they might seem to resent  in a bilate ral  si tu at io n;

(3) Because  it  can dra w expertis e from all over the w’orld, the  UNDP 
can, on occasion, do a be tter job of providing the  right persons for  a pa r
ticula r situation.

Nor is it  ju st  a matt er  of ass isting the  developing countrie s with  their eco
nomic growth in the  most effective way. The UN is deal ing with  a number of 
problem are as which are  of key int ere st to the  United Sta tes and in which we 
have  often provided the ini tia tive. Such are as  are, for example, population , na r
cotics control, the  environment, ai r piracy, outer space, the safe  ret urn of as tro 
nau ts, the  nonpro life ration of nuclear  weapons, and the  sea beds. International 
cooperation  on these problems is vit al to us and the UN has  provided either the 
ins truments  for i t or  mobilized world opinion in support.

I would oppose any suggestion  th at  we should  suppor t the UN, or pay more 
tha n our ju st  sha re tow ard  its  support, out  of cha rity . I am convinced th at  we 
should suppor t it , and  should pay our  fa ir  sha re, because of hard -hea ded nat ional 
self-interest.

Wh at is our  fa ir  sha re?  Since the  United Nat ions was estab lished, it  has  
followed the principle  th at  capacity  to pay should  be a basic  crite rion  for  a ssess
ment. The scale of assessments  for  all countries is recommended by a group of 
12 exper ts, including one American, af te r painstaking exam inat ion of a ll facto rs. 
It s recomm endations have  invaria bly  been accepted by the General Assembly.

Is the United  Sta tes  asses sed more than  its  relative capacity to pay? Quite 
the  contra ry. Our nat ional income is rough ly 38 pe rcen t of the  income of all mem
bers  of the  UN combined. Our presen t assessment is 31.52 percent. This is be
cause the General Assembly, a t the  urging of the  United States, has  adopted 
the  princ iple th at  the  sha re of the  largest con trib uto r should be reduced to 
30 percent.

There are  those  who advo cate  a ceiling for  the  United Sta tes of 25 percent. 
If  we were to reduce our  share  to 25 percen t, and  other countrie s did not  pick 
up the slack on the ground th at  many of them alre ady  pay more in proportion 
to the nat ional incomes than  the United Sta tes  does—and many do—it would 
plunge the United Nations, alre ady  in grave trouble financia lly, into  virtu al 
bankrup tcy.  This would do irrepa rab le harm to the  nat ional in ter es t of the 
United S tate s in an effect ive UN and  a s table world.

Under cer tain  circumstances , I can see the  possibility  of a fu rth er  decline in 
the  U.S. assesment below the  accepted 30 percent ceiling. If  the  UN is made 
tru ly univ ersa l by bring ing in both Wes t and  Ea st Germany, South and  North 
Korea, and  North and  South Vietnam, the re will be add itional  cont ribu tions 
out  of which the  United  Sta tes  could legi timately claim its  fa ir share . West  and 
Ea st Germany alone, on the basis of nat ional income, would pay about 9 per
cent  of the  budget and  we could legi timately claim abo ut a thi rd of th at  to 
brin g down the United Sta tes  contribution. Such a possibility  was pointed out  
by the Pre sident ’s Commission on the 25th Ann iversary  of the United  Nat ions 
und er the chairmanship of Ambassador Lodge. I would energetically supp ort 
th at  idea. But I am ju st  as  energet ically opposed to any steps  which might 
endange r our na tional  inter es t by undermining the financial unde rpinnings of 
the  UN.

Some, in indigna tion  again st the  expulsion of the Republic of China from  the 
UN, have u rged a cut  in  our sha re of contr ibutions to it. While  I  have advocated, 
and  welcome, the admission of the  Peoples’ Republ ic of China  to the UN, I have  
also consi stent ly supported  the  rete ntion of Taiwan in it, both as United  Sta tes  
Rep rese ntat ive to the United N ations an d as  a pr iva te citizen.

I deplore the  expulsion of National ist China  and  I believe the  UN loses by 
its  absence. I also deplore  the  fac t th at  the re is no rep resentatio n of the  other 
divided states, since 1 believe in the  princ iple of univer sal ity  of the UN. Bu t 
I do not bel ieve t hat  because  we lost  our  fight to prevent the  expulsion  of Taiwan , 
we should in ret ribution  take counter  action  c ontrary to our  n ationa l interest by 
unde rmining the  UN as an ins titu tion which  needs stre ngthen ing  ra th er  than  
weakening.
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Sen ator Ar thu r Vandenberg said, near the  end of Wor ld War I I : “I do not 
believe th at  any nat ion her eafte r can immunize itse lf by its  own exclusive 
action.” The basic fac t of our world posit ion in this generation is not  isolat ion— 
old or neo—but, to use a  f avo rite  w ord of Presiden t Kennedy, “inte rdependence.”

When we reflect upon the  many defec ts of the UN, i t is well to recal l Winston 
Churchi ll's rea list ic app rais al th at  i t exist s, “not to get us to heaven but  to keep 
up from going to the  othe r place .”

And we would also do well to remember that,  as Adlai Stevenson pointed out, when the  nations critic ize the UN they are  crit iciz ing themselves. We. the 
sovereign member nations, are the  United Nations. It  h as no special  magic apar t 
from what its  members bring to it ; and  if th at  magic is less than  it  should be, 
truly “the  f au lt lies not in our sta rs bu t in ourse lves”—in all the members.

Mr. Fraser. I want to apologize, Mr. Ambassador. The House is 
star ting  an hour earlier than usual today.

Mr. Fascell ?
Mr. Fascell. T don’t have any questions, Mr. Chairman.
I am delighted to have the opportuni ty to have the Ambassador 

present on the record the worthiness of the U.N. in the interest of the 
United States, based on his personal experience and observation. That 
is the best kind of evidence, of course.

I have never had any doubt about it. I think we all recognize the 
pressures tha t the United States  is under in the United Nations, as 
a practica l matter. We are aware of the long struggle the United 
States has had to get the U.N. to abide by its own resolution of reduc
ing the U.S. regula r assessment to 30 percent. That,  coupled with an 
unrealist ic posture of the member states to face up to the financial 
crisis, requires us, both in the Congress and in the executive, to be 
absolutely candid  and realistic in the current situat ion confonting the 
United Nations as we look to the next 25 years.

I thin k tha t these hearings and what will follow* are extremely 
vital and impor tant, notwi thstanding the predicate on which they 
were started.

Mr. Goldberg. I agree with  tha t. And I agree particu larly  with the 
comment tha t we have to place it in perspective.

I checked the figures, if  I may say so, Mr. Chairman, to see what 
we w’ere contribut ing. I have met a payroll and  I  am meeting one now, 
and I  found tha t the total amount the United  S tates is contributing— 
voluntary and the assessment—to the whole U.N. family  annually is 
$321 million. If  I am off, Secretary  DePalma can provide a more 
accurate figure.

It  is of interest  tha t the New York Times reported tha t the one 
Amchitka  bomb test cost us $200 million. I think these figures p retty 
well speak for themselves when we want to put in perspective what 
it is that  we are talking  about.

Again, I do not enter into the merits of the  test. It  is a question of 
priorit ies, as Congressman Frelinghuysen has very well said. Con
gress has the power of the purse, and it ought to stay here, by the way.

Mr. F ascell. Mr. Ambassador, as soon as we figure out how to exer
cise it, w*e will do something about it.

Mr. Fraser. Air. Frelinghuysen ?
Air. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
I would like to compliment Ambassador Goldberg fo r his testimony. 

It  has been helpful to us. As he spoke, I was reminded of the fact 
tha t I served under Ambassador Goldberg in 1965. It  was an educa-
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tion for me to par ticip ate in the practica l operations at the General 
Assembly.

I wish we had more time to discuss this. Wh at is basically being 
suggested here is tha t a fai r share concept needs to be developed. It  
has been suggested tha t population formula  would constitute a fai r 
share. As Mr. Sikes pointed out, tha t would result in a reduction of 
the U.S. contribution from roughly  30 percent to 6 percent of the 
total budget.

I can imagine no more effective way of unila terally wrecking the 
United Nations. You point out what  it would mean if there should 
be a reduction to 25 percent. We are talk ing in terms of millions, 
not billions.

When we vote on a $70-odd billion defense budget and then say 
we can’t afford to do our share, or tha t our assessment is an unf air  
burden on us, I think we are being  hypocritica l. I f it is in  our interest, 
it seems to me there are places where we should be willing to provide 
more th an 30 or 36 percent. In some voluntary programs we do ju st 
tha t, and I  think we should.

I only regret we don’t have more time to discuss this , because we 
do have a truncated hearing. There is a subject of grea t interest to our 
committee that  is coming up righ t after the quorum call.

Mr. Goldberg. I could not agree with you more; it would wreck 
the U.N. I was looking at another figure which I thin k is relevant. 
There is a great deal of talk about our GNP, but let us put it on an
other level. When you consider the per capita  income—that is the 
income to each American—the 1967 figure—it is much higher now, 
but 1967 is the last available fo me—United States per capita income 
was $3,670 per person. The income of a small state in Africa,  per 
capita , may be $75.

Now, is it conceivably fai r to assimilate a $75 per capita income 
country, with the situat ion of the United States? It is not.

If  there were refugees in East Pakistan , as there are, Congressmen, 
being humanitarian, would appropriate money in order  to meet the 
needs of those refugees, as they have in the Middle East.

Finally , I would like before you adjourn to reinforce what Con
gressman Eraser has said. We are a Nation of law. We do have a 
treaty.

We live by law and we ought not to abrogate the U.N. Char ter 
unilaterally.

Our obligation to the U.N. is a trea ty obligation. I place a high 
premium on treaties t hat  are ratified by our Constitut ional processes.

Mr. Bingham. On tha t point, if I might, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask Justice  Goldberg to comment on how he sees the impact 
of the congressional decision on buying chrome from Rhodesia on 
our relations not only at the United  Nations but throughout the 
world.

Mr. Goldberg. There, too, we have a trea ty obligation, and tha t 
trea ty obligation is to comply with the decisions of the Security 
Council; and put ting  every other consideration aside, the pros and 
cons of tha t controversy, the fact of the matter simply is tha t the 
United States  is beginning to assume the posture of a country  tha t 
does not honor its trea ty commitments.
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Mr. B ingham. I have often heard i t said, Mr. Justice , “Why should 
we abide by those sanctions when so many other nations are viola t
ing them?”

What is your comment ?
Air. Goldberg. My comment on t ha t is double. The first is, as the 

New York  Times on this very morning  indicates, that while the sanc
tions have not been foolproof, nevertheless they have had  a substant ial 
effect in tha t situation.

Second, a great part of our vote for  th at  resolution was predicated 
on the view t hat  Grea t Bri tain  is the constitutional authority over 
Rhodesia. No country in the world—perhaps  P ortu gal has, I  may be 
out of date—but on the  day we voted for sanctions, no country in the 
world had  recognized Rhodesia as an independent country, no country 
at tha t time.

What we were saying, in effect, and we ought to apply it  to  our
selves, we were saying in effect tha t the constitutional responsibility 
of dealing with tha t situa tion was Great Bri tain ’s, and we were voting 
for a resolution proposed by the constitutional authority.

I can only personally express the hope th at the President will draw 
upon other sources of chrome. We have an enormous stockpile, by the 
way. of chrome. We could release tomorrow enough chrome to meet 
our needs without importing any chrome from Russia, if that is the 
objection.

I also find our policy there to be very difficult to reconcile. On the 
one hand, we say we want to promote trade with the Eastern bloc. 
On the other  hand, we say that  the reason we vote to repudiate a treaty  
obligation is because it  will involve tra de with the  Easte rn bloc.

Tn any event, we don’t have to do that . We have a tremendous 
amount of chrome in our stockpile. We could get American dollars 
from our companies if we released chrome from the stockpile. We 
would also diminish a very swollen stockpile.

I talk  with some competence in this area. As Secretary  of Labor, I 
sat on a committee of the Cabinet to try  to  take steps to  reduce that 
stockpile. It  derives from World War II . It  is too big, not only in 
chrome but in many other areas. We ought to reduce it.

Mr. Bingham. Thank you.
Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador.
I want to apologize to NTr. Crane. When these hearings  reconvene 

on another day, we will schedule your appearance first, since we are 
anxious to  have as many members as possible hear your testimony.

Air. DePalma, our apologies to you also. We look forward to hear 
ing your statement next time.

The subcommittee stands adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m. the subcommittee ad journed, to recon

vene at the call of the Chair.)
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THURSDA Y, DECE MBER 2, 1971

H ou se  of  R ep re se nt at iv es ,
C om m it te e  on F or eig n A ff a ir s ,

S ub co mmit te e on  I nte rn ati onal
O rg an izat io ns  an d M ov em en ts ,

Washin gto n, D.C .
The subcommittee met at 9 :40 a.m., in room 2200, Rayburn  House 

Office Building, the Honorable Donald M. Fra ser  (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. F raser. The meeting of the subcommittee will come to order.
We are continuing o ur hearings on bills which propose to alter the 

basis on which the United States contributes to the United  Nations. 
This morning we are privileged to have as a witness one of our very 
able and distinguished colleagues, Phi lip Crane. I want to apologize 
for having you come to our last hearing and then not being able to 
hear you, Mr. Crane.

Mr. Crane. That is quite all right.
Mr. F raser . We part icularly  appreciate your courtesy in lett ing one 

of the other witnesses go ahead of you at the last hearing.
Would you please proceed ?

STATEMENT OF HON. PH IL IP  M. CRANE, A REPRES ENT ATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. C rane. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me say I was more than happy to yield to the former Ambassador 

to the U.N. owing to his time schedule and I am gratefu l for th is op
portunity to come back at this time.

For many years the contribution of the United States  to  interna
tional organizations, par ticu larly  the United Nations and its constit 
uent agencies, has been far  in excess of  t ha t of other countries. In a 
statement issued on December 16, 1970, Secretary  of State William 
Rogers made this fact clear.

In  that  statement Secretary  Rogers declared tha t:
U.S. contributions to intern ational orga niza tions and  programs  tota led $307.6 

million  in fiscal year 1969. This figure includ es assessed cont ribu tions of $124.2 
million to 54 special programs in suppor t of economic development and hum ani
ta rian  ac tivi ties  and  $6 million to one U.N. peacekeeping operation.

Secretary Rogers fur the r pointed out th a t:
Our assessed con tributio ns to intern ational orga niza tions in the fiscal yea r 

1969 came to 32.7 percent of total assessments again st all  member sta tes , while 
(25)



26

our  voluntary cont ributions represen ted 37.2 percent of the total . On an overall  
basis, we contributed 35.1 perc ent of tota l cont ribu tions (both  assessed  and  vol
un tar y)  to all the orga niza tions and programs.

There are now 131 U nited  Nations members with a total popula
tion—excluding Communist China which was recently admitted—of 
2,724 million. Our own population is 207.1 million, which is 7.6 per
cent of the total, an even lower percentage when compared with the 
new figures based upon Communist China’s entrance.

The total United Nations budget is $966,500,000 and the total U.S. 
contribution for 1970 was $300,684,000. The anticipated U.S. con
tribution fo r 1971 is $335,443,000. According to the Congressional Re
search Service of the  L ibrary of Congress, this  represents a contr ibu
tion of 36.05 percent. By any standard, our own Government is con
tributin g to the United Nations out of all proport ion to its population.

In his annual report for 1969-70, Secre tary Rogers notes th at “For 
the first time in the history of the  United Nations, the United States 
at the 1970 General Assembly did  not vote for the U.N. budget. We 
abstained on the 1971 budget of $192.1 million because of its unusually 
large increase of 14 percent, including an 8 percent pay increase for 
professionals in the Secre tariat,  which we considered excessive.”

I agree with Secretary of State Rogers that the United  Nations 
budget has increased in an excessive manner. More than this, our own 
contribution  has been far out of propor tion to our size, especially 
when considering the fact  that other nations , such as the U.S.S.R. and 
France, have continually refused to pay for any United Nations actions 
with which they have disagreed.

The United Nations has, i t seems, mismanaged its funds. As recently 
as a month ago, Secretary  General U Thant told the Budget Com
mittee of the General Assembly tha t the United Nations was “in a 
state of near and hopeless insolvency.” The New York Times of Octo
ber  27, 1971 said “Such gloomy forecasts are not new, and State 
Department officials here vouch for thei r accuracy. But they point 
out tha t there is a remedy, short of financial collapse—cutting back 
expenditures.”

The Times quoted a State Department official as stating  tha t “I t’s 
not like a business firm. I t can cut back on product ion of documents 
or expensive seminars, or simply adopt other auste rity measures. Th at 
•would go a long way toward solving the problems.”

It  is just and prope r tha t our country do everything possible to 
assist in crea ting a world at peace. I t is somewhat questionable, how’- 
ever, as to whether or not many of the activities which are being 
financed by the United Nations are assisting in achieving tha t end. 
As Secretary  Rogers and many others have pointed out, the United  
Nations has often been injudicious in its expenditure of money. It  may 
be tha t this injudicious manner of spending money may be based at 
least part ially  on the  willingness of our Government to make up for 
the  failure  of others to contribute  o r for other budgetary difficulties.

At a time when our own economy suffers from a serious inflation 
which is based in large measure upon the need for government to 
spend more money tha n it has, it seems appropriate to reconsider 
governmental expenses which might be dispensed with.

The opinions of Secretary Rogers and others with regard to the 
United Nations budget lead me to believe that  our contribution  to
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that organizat ion is an important place to begin. This would, in the 
long run, be of assistance to the United Nations  itself for it would 
place our role and the role of other nations on a more equitable and 
fai r basis.

In  reviewing our own contribution to the U nited  Nations it should 
also be remembered that, in many respects, that  organizat ion has failed  
to fulfill the promise which initial ly prompted our more than generous 
approach to its funding.

At  a time when Jews suffer mounting oppression in the Soviet 
Union, when men and women in Czechoslovakia, Hungary , and the 
other nations of E astern Europe are subjected to the  new colonialism 
of the Brehznev doctrine, when religious and intellectual freedom 
are unknown in vast portions of the world, the United Nations remains 
surprising ly silent. It  raises its voice only to attack those few nations 
it considers to be “easy” targets—nations such as Israel,  Rhodesia, 
and Portugal. Only last month it has decided that  the  United States  
itself has become such an “easy target.”

In an unprecedented and cynical action 106 countries, including 
Communist China, voting for the first time in the United Nations, 
censured the U.S. Congress for perm itting strategic chrome imports 
from Rhodesia.

The very concept of nations such as the Soviet Union and Com
munist China, nations which hold the ir subject peoples in virt ual 
captiv ity, declaring that the United States, a free and open society 
which has for so long shouldered the majo r burden  of financing the 
United  Nations, is in violation of its international commitments, 
would be taken simply for the double standa rd which seems to work 
so often in international politics were i t not for  one fact. That fact 
is th at it is we, the United States, who are, in effect, paying the bills 
for an organizat ion which, it seems, has become little more than  a 
sounding board for the harshest kind of anti-American vituperation 
and propaganda.

The General Assembly of the United Nations voted to  protest the 
recent congressional action permitting chrome purchases in Rhodesia. 
The Security Council had previously imposed mandatory sanctions 
on trade with Rhodesia. I t is important to remember th at sanctions 
were not voted against the Soviet Union, which has ruthlessly invaded 
Hungary  and Czechoslovakia, or agains t Communist China, which 
has invaded India, committed genocide in Tibet, and been found 
guilty  of aggression in Korea. It  was Rhodesia, which invaded no 
one, which was chosen as another “easy target.”

The United Nations is rapidly becoming a sounding board for a 
viewpoint which rejects its own Declara tion of Human Rights  and 
the mandates of the charter. The delegate from Communist China, for 
example, declared that his government regarded the resolutions of 
the United Nations durin g the Korean war as illegal and would seek 
to have them annulled. He reitera ted the  philosophy of Mao Tse-tung 
tha t “power comes out of the barrel  of a gun,” and instead of u rging 
the peaceful solution to world problems called for  by the charter, 
urged support for gue rrilla war througho ut the underdeveloped world.

Our original  commitments to the United Nations were based on 
our strong hope t ha t this interna tional agency would be an effective 
force for peace in the world.



28

In fact, anyone who has read the preamble to the United Nations 
Charter would agree tha t the  ends fo r which the U.N. was established 
are indeed noble. Yet afte r 25 years  of existence, I seriously question 
if the United Nations has met those goals and i f there is any conceiv
able chance that  it will in the future.

For our Government to continue to fulfill the financial role of the 
past, in light of our own economic problems and the fact tha t the 
United Nations is not using the funds provided for the purposes set 
forth in the charter,  would clearly be for us to act against our own 
self-interest and against the interests of world peace.

Mr. Fraser. Thank  you very much, Mr. Crane.
Mr. Gross?
Mr. Gross. I  appreciate  tha t our colleague is here this morning to 

speak on this subject. Apparen tly, Mr. Crane, you are not impressed 
with the complaint that this bill to reduce the contribu tion to the 
United  Nations would constitute  a violation of our trea ty commit
ment to the U.N. ?

Mr. Crane. Well, sir, in my judgment, after the action taken by 
the United  Nations in violation of its own chart er in admitting Com
munist China and expelling Nationalist China from tha t body, I would 
only remind the gentleman that the char ter of the United Nations 
specifically states tha t the Republic of China is a permanent member 
of the  Secur ity Council and there is no way of confusing the Republic 
of China with the People’s Republic of China. The chart er fur ther  
prescribes the conditions for expulsion of any member; namely, a 
recommendation from the Security Council to the General Assembly 
which automatically requires tha t two-thirds vote for expulsion and 
tha t the conditions for expulsion involve persis tent violations of the 
principles of the  U.N. Charter . When the U.N. took the action it  did 
in totally  repud iating  i ts own charter , in my judgment, all bets were 
off, and any obligations we had termina ted at t ha t point. As a result, 
I think we have every righ t in the world to act as independently as 
the other members of t ha t body did when they took tha t action.

Beyond tha t I  would also remind the d istinguished gentleman from 
Iowa that , if one wants to censure such action, we have a very fine 
precedent in the action taken by the U.S. Congress when i t passed the 
measure recently tha t permitted trade  with Rhodesia in chrome for 
our vital defense purposes.

I think th at tha t was an al together proper  action and I  supported a 
major ity of my colleagues in the House and a m ajority  in the Senate 
who passed that  parti cula r measure.

Mr. Gross. Apparen tly the gentleman is not impressed by the con
stan t wails of some people that our support should be predicated upon 
the alleged “capacity to pay” ; is tha t correct ?

Mr. Crane. Th at is on the one hand an entic ing argument to many in 
this day and age. At  the same time I  would only say in response to that 
question that,  first of all, in calculating GNP, we have some rather 
precise ways of doing it in a free and open society but how do you 
measure, for example, tha t portion, o r that cost of services in a totali
taria n s tate where people are working a t gun point ? Tha t certainly is 
not calculated into thei r GNP,  so I  would have taken issue with the 
formula in the first instance but  I  think t ha t is rea lly beside the point 
today.
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The tru th of the mat ter is we do not have the  capacity to pay. We 
have a total national indebtedness grea ter than  the national  indebted
ness of every other nation in the world combined.

Last year we ran a $30 billion deficit and there  is talk  tha t in this 
next fiscal year our deficit may exceed $40 billion.

We have international economic problems that  we are all abundantly 
aware of and, under  these circumstances, it is plain to me tha t the 
United States simply does not have the capaci ty to pay.

In rearranging our priorities, I can think of many other priorities 
that, in my judgment, must take precedence over a continued funding  
level at the present rate of the U.N.

Mr. Gross. As fa r as I am concerned, and I  hope the gentleman will 
agree with me, the gross national product, as a yardstick for measuring 
our economic well-being, is about as falacious as any measurement 
could be.

Mr. Crane. I would agree with the gentleman.
Mr. Gross. I thank the gentleman for his response and for his state

ment as a whole.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Crane, I assume that  you would have the United 

States stay in the United Nations ?
Mr. Crane. Yes, indeed.
Mr. F raser. So what you are arguing in effect, then, is th at  the cu r

rent level of investment, if you look at it that  way, of the United  
States resources in the U.N. as in excess of the value of the  organ iza
tion, or is in excess of what reasonable contribution ought to be and 
therefore should be revoked.

Mr. Crane. In my judgment, Mr. Chairman, that is exactly the case.
The formula tha t I  have proposed is one based on population ra ther 

than  capacity to pay or G NP formulation. I know that there are those 
who say, “Well, if we were to change our formula for contributing  
to the financial supp ort in this manner, and to urge this upon some 
of the poorer nations , particular ly a country  like Red China,  that Red 
China’s contribution would be somewhere in the neighborhood of $250 
million annually , whereas ours W’ould be cut back to approximately 
$63 or $64 million.”

To be sure on the per capita  formulation tha t is what the figures 
would be. Some say, “Well, how could a poor country such as Red 
China afford to pay $250 million a year fo r the support of  the U nited 
Nations?” I would only respond to tha t by saying tha t Red China 
has over the past 6 years p ut more annually into the support of  North 
Vietnam’s war effort than $250 million.

Now tha t Red China has joined an organization committed to peace 
and freedom worldwide and presumably has subscribed to those p rin 
ciples, I  am sure she would like to diver t her investment for war to 
an investment for peace and she can very handily pick up some of the 
slack that  would result in a cutback in our funding.

Mr. F raser. One of the most populous countries in the world is 
India with a population, if  I recall, on the order  of 600 million, second 
only to China’s 800 million. W hat would your view be with respect to 
thei r capacity to pay ?

Mr. Crane. Fi rs t of all, I  think they might develop some of the 
financial wherewithal by ge tting out of Pakistan,  and tha t this would 
contribute enormously to thei r capacity to pay. I suspect t ha t India

71 -9 42— 72-
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probably lias a more highly  developed economy—not withstanding her problems—than does Red China.
I would argue in  th is respect tha t the value of service rendered by the United Nations to any individual country would have to be a 

paramount consideration when you got to consideration of your ability to meet a per capita formulation  fo r financial support.  I n this respect 
it may be tha t both India and Red China, fo r that matte r, might make the determination tha t membership in the U.N. is not worth $250 million a year to Red China, or something less than  th at to India , I  think tha t is the situation we are in.

The United Nations provides a very vital service to a country such as Maidive which cannot afford to mainta in embassies throughout the world and she has, through  he r membership here, an  opportun ity to mainta in contact with 131 nations of the world with probably no grea ter cost than  m aintaining an embassy in the United States, or in London, or some other major capital  of the world.
In  addition to th at, it provides other services—the opportunity for 

discussion, the opportunity to negotiate such things as boundary disputes, fishing rights , et cetera.
I think tha t each country has to consider in  its own mind whether this limited function which the  U.N. can effectively perform is worth the investment tha t they pay to mainta in it.
To the Communist bloc, I thin k very clearly the United Nations 

provides another very vital service and tha t is a convenient platform 
for engaging in anti-American propaganda. To thi s exten t they migh t find it still worthwhile to maintain tha t higher level of contribution and financial support than they do now.

I thin k one would only have to  ask them under this  kind of formu
lation whether they  view it as tha t desirable an instrument  for accomplishing those ends.

Mr. Fraser. Would you extend, as I thin k the  bill does, this limitation to voluntary contributions as well as assessed contributions?
Mr. Crane. Yes.
Mr. F raser. To the Ch ildren ’s Fund?
Mr. Crane. Yes.
Mr. Fraser. And to the  refugee program in the Middle East?
Mr. Crane. Yes. I  know this question was raised when I heard the 

former Ambassador speak before the committee. The suggestion was implied that , if we were to cut back our funding in these vital areas, 
tha t these services would not in fact  be performed, and I  th ink tha t is subscription  to the classic, logical fallacy of eithcr/or.

One need not necessarily terminate the U.S. support for any 
eleemosynary and humanita rian enterprises worldwide simply because we are no longer doing it through the agency of the United  Nations. 
I would presume tha t no country,  including  some of our most o ut
spoken enemies in the world, would reject American assistance if  it were proffered in the event of, say, an internal disaste r such as a 
drought, or famine, or a cataclysm of nature such as a hurricane , typhoon, or earthquake.

The United  States can then unila teral ly continue as it has consistently throughout the past  to serve the humanita rian interests of 
peoples throughout the world, irrespective of wha t our ideological 
differences may be, and I  don’t thin k th at i t’s essential that the United
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Nations  provide the only avenue throu gh which we can continue to 
engage in philanthrophy.

Mr. F raser. You probably were here during the discussion on the 
Cyprus  peacekeeping operation d uring our last hearing. At  that time 
Ambassador Goldberg argued  that  the U.N. was a vita l element in 
keeping Turkey and Greece from going to  war. These are two of our 
NATO allies in wha t is described as a highly strategic area in the 
world in terms of U.S.  interest. It  would be your judgment, I gather , 
tha t even the financing of t ha t should be to the population formula ?

Mr. Crane. Well, again I would suggest that with all due respect 
to the distinguished former Ambassador that  he is employing an 
either /or  fallacy in suggesting tha t were it not for the Un ited Nations, 
presumably the world would be engulfed in war because of the prob
lems in Cyprus.

Mr. F raser. I don’t know that  he argued tha t bu t I  think he argues 
tha t the  risks would have been substan tially greater.

Mr. Crane. By the same token we can look at other trouble spots 
where the United States acted unilaterally , and I am think ing of 
Lebanon in 1958, and we could have done tha t w ithout any U.N. sanc
tions or approva l or disapproval.

I am thinking of the problems in the Middle E ast  today  which are, 
in fact, not being solved by the U.N. and which were, in fact, in no 
small measure created by action taken by the U.N. back in 1967. Jt 
seems to me tha t there have always been these opportunities available 
on the part of nations tr uly  interested in preserving peace and I don' t 
thin k the Soviet Union is at all in the  case of the Middle E ast  problem, 
but the United States clearly is, Great  Brita in and  France are, Is rael is.

I think if it were not  for Soviet intervention, even the Egyp tians  
would be. This is the kind of alternative tha t has ever been available 
and the t rut h of the m atter  is the only real impact the United Nations 
has in t rying to maintain any peacekeeping operation is the potentia l 
use of some sanction.

What sanction does the United Nations have other tha n the kind  of 
collective milita ry action which has  taken  place really only once in the 
history  of the U.N. and tha t was in Korea agains t two aggressive 
powers, North Korea and Communist China.

And, as you know, at  tha t time Communist China was branded by 
the U.N. as an aggressor for her violence against the  peoples of South 
Korea and now the United  Nations, without  any repeal of tha t con
demnation of Red China, has brought such a country  into its own 
ranks, seated them, in fact, in the Security  Council and the General 
Assembly which again I thin k illust rates  the incapac ity of the U.N. 
any longer to provide any moral force on the one hand, o r to provide 
any effective international  peace-keeping force with sanctions imposed 
by a collection of military forces.

In my judgment,  we increasingly must look to the interests  of the  
United States  and those other countries tha t are sti ll t ruly committed 
to peace and freedom worldwide to act in concert by mutual agreement 
as Brita in and France and the Uni ted States, a t least, a re trying to do 
to maintain peace in the Middle East.

Mr. F raser. I f I  may say, one thing tha t strikes me about your state 
ment is your  pointing  out  the vote of the Communist countries  on the 
censure of the United States with  the Rhodesian action and the action
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with  respect to the  seating of China. Then yon point, as yon jus t have, 
to our friends like Bri tain  and France. Brit ain  and France voted 
against us in both of these measures. None of our NATO allies sup
ported  us on either of these issues, I  think, wi th the  possible exception 
of Portuga l. I  think Portu gal abstained on the final China question.

Do I  understand that  your view is that the NATO countries are all 
wrong in their  assessment on these questions?

Mr. Crane. On the question o f the seating of Red China, I think , 
indeed, they were wrong. As I said, there was a clear repudiat ion of 
explici t principles of the Cha rter  of the United  Nations. I think  the 
United States,  for tha t matter-----

Mr. F raser. I  understand that  is your view, but they held a different 
view.

Mr. Crane. Yes; but the char ter is rather  explic it on the point.
Mr. F raser. You mean tha t the  Na tionalist Government was identi

fied by name ?
Mr. Crane. By name as a permanent  member of the Security Council 

and the procedural steps for  expelling a member are very explicit as
well.

Now T am not saying that they could not have expelled Nationalist 
China but what I am say ing is there are procedural  steps involved in 
that  process of expulsion which were ignored altogether and at tha t 
point  they had done sufficient violence to the Charter  of the United  
Nations tha t from t ha t point  on any commitments the  United States 
had a t the time of the incept ion of the U.N. had been arbitra rily  broken 
by those powers tha t elected to pursue that course.

This being the case, I think we have to  reevaluate the figures of the 
U.N. and the service it can perform in a different l igh t w’hich is not to 
say that it is a useless body. As I  indicated, it can s till perform a num
ber of functions, but  certain ly not those exalted goals which were 
embraced in the preamble and subscribed to, I think , in good faith  
certain ly by the United States and most countries in 1946.

Mr. F raser. Well, I think you have done a good job of making your 
views clear. I must say tha t I am struck  tha t you have the United  
States, in effect, going it alone in its views about some of these world
wide questions and asserting the primacy of the correctness of its views 
to a point where, with  the other countries disagreeing, we would make 
a very sharp  d eparture in terms of our relationships with these other 
countries through the U.N.

Let me just put one final question, if I  may.
Supposing tha t we passed the bill that  you are authoring and the 

United Nations  took up the question of assessments and concluded that 
while there might  be a reduction for the United  States to some lower 
figure, tha t they were n ot prepared to go to  the level tha t your bill 
would suggest, would it be your view t ha t u nder those circumstances 
the United  States should pull  out ?

Mr. Crane. No, not necessarily.
Mr. F raser. Let me jus t follow the  scenario there for a moment.
If  by law we are limited to 6 or 7 percent and, let’s say, that  the U.N. 

came up with a figure o f 25 percent, then after 2 years we would be 
subject to expulsion. So I  want to make it  explic it in t ha t event when 
we camo to tha t kind of  confrontation you would be in effect prepared 
to see the United States voted out ?
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Mr. Crane. I  cannot in my wildest imagination contemplate any day, 
notw ithstanding  the reduced level of funding, that those other member 
nations  of the U.N. would turn down $63 million American dollars 
annually.

Mr. F raser. You are right.  I  think  it  is clear tha t the U.N. is reluc
tan t to  take on any of the large powers, and I think tha t is one of its  
limitations. But  i f it should come to tha t point, do I  understand tha t 
rath er than comply with the assessment tha t might have been agreed 
upon under  the c harter provisions, tha t you would be prepared to see 
the Uni ted Sta tes depart from the U.N.

Mr. Crane. The  fact  tha t the United Nations has already acted so 
capriciously and so whimsically means t ha t we run t ha t risk irrespec
tive of our level of funding, so th at is always a fe ar to be contemplated 
and I suppose the United States would have litt le way of dealing with, 
it. They could turn on us as capriciously as they did on Nationalist 
China.

My point is th at I cannot imagine tha t so many o f those deadbeats 
up there, who are $176 million in arrears in th eir  financial obligations 
to the United Nations, would, in fact, arb itra rily  take an action and 
turn down in the process somewhere between 60 and  70 million Amer
ican dollars annually.

Mr. F raser. One of the countries in debt was the Nationalist Govern
ment of China.

Mr. Crane. At the same time I think you have to keep in mind tha t 
Nationalist China was paying for  the entire population of China and 
she assumed the burden for the 700 million people.

Mr. Fraser. Tha t is her claim, tha t she represented them.
Mr. Crane. To be sure. At the same time if you examine the degree of 

arrea rage  of payment you will find that the Communist bloc was more 
in arrears than  Nationalist China was and we had no assurance tha t 
had Nationalist China remained and retained he r position in the Secu
rity  Council i t would not have made every effort to pay  up he r arrears.

Fran kly,  I  think on the basis of the enormous load that she sustained 
during that 26-year period that we could have depended upon Na
tiona list China to do that .

Mr. Fraser. I was no t t rying to argue that Nationalist  China was 
not having problems but you refe rred to the deadbeats and I  wondered 
if you included Nationalist China  in that description ?

Mr. Crane. I don’t think  you can include Nationalist  China because 
she made every effort to meet what was obviously, unti l her expulsion, 
an enormous burden—14 million people on the island of Taiwan c arry
ing the burden for 714 million people.

Mr. F raser. France would be another deadbeat.
Mr. Crane. Yes; absolutely, in arre ars of payment.
The Communist block is $118 of that  $176 million. The others are 

obviously not members of the Communist bloc.
Mr. Kazen. I have no questions.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Gross.
Mr. Gross. I would like to make at least one comment.
I am int rigued by the resort to the  Goldberg testimony and the risk 

there  might have been of war  on Cyprus if  the United Nations had  not 
been there. That reminds me of the old story of the dog and the rabb it. 
You will remember tha t there has been the argument that if the dog
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ha d no t sto pped to ca rry ou t ce rta in  fun ctions, he might  h ave ca ug ht  
the rab bit .

I  th in k the answer to  Cy prus  is the fact  th at we served notice on 
the war rin g fac tions,  the Tu rk s and the  Gre eks , t hat  if wa r broke out  
on Cy prus  n ei ther  wou ld be likely  to get any more lol lipops from the  
Un ite d Sta tes . I th in k th at is the de term in ing factor  in Cy prus , Mr.  
Goldb erg  to the co nt ra ry  no tw ith sta nd ing,  and if  t he  U ni ted Na tions 
is such  a po ten t forc e fo r peace , where the hel l are the y toda y as be
tween In di a and Pa ki st an  ?

Mr.  F raser. Well,  t ha nk  you very much, Mr . Cra ne.  I  th in k you did 
a v ery  good job of  de velop ing  the issues th at  we want to  examine.

Mr.  Crane. Th an k you, M r. C ha irm an .
Mr. F raser. I t  is a gr ea t pr ivi leg e fo r th e subcom mit tee to  have a 

very able  M ember  of the House , M r. W aggo nn er  of  Louisiana, ap pe al1 
and we a re honored  w ith  you r prese nce  he re today. Mr.  W aggonner.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOE  D. WAG GONNER,  JR ., A R EP RE SE NT AT IVE 
IN  CONGRESS FROM  TH E STATE OF LOU ISIANA

Mr. W aggonner. Tha nk  you, Mr . Ch airm an , fo r th at  ve ry warm 
welcome on a cold w in ter  mo rning.

I  w ant  to  ex press my  app recia tio n to y ou,  Mr. Ch air ma n, pe rso nally  
and to the othe r mem bers  o f the subcom mit tee fo r the op po rtun ity  to 
come and ta lk  wi th you about th is  p rop osa l. I believe yo u hav e copies 
of the  sta tem ent f rom  my office ?

Mr. F raser. Yes, w’e have.
Mr.  W aggonner. Mr.  Ch air man , I  would  like  firs t to pre sen t my 

sta tem ent in s up po rt of the b ill int roduced by C ongressman Bob  Sikes,  
Mr.  Crane and my sel f alo ng  wi th 69 oth ers  of  ou r fellow colle ague s 
on the que stio n of red uc ing th e ILS. fina ncial contr ibu tio n to the 
Un ite d Na tions organiza tio n and i ts rel ate d agenc ies.

I f  af te r th at  there are  ques tions, I  would  be ha pp y to  at tem pt  to 
resp ond .

Th is leg islation  pro vid es fo r a new fo rm ula to  be used  fo r de te r
minin g wh at ou r financia l contr ibu tions  t o th e Un ite d Na tio ns  system 
will  be. T hat  fo rm ula w ould be th e pe rce nta ge  of  the  total  U.S.  pop ul a
tio n to  th at  o f th e to ta l U.N . member s tat e p opula tio n.

Pr esen tly  there are 131 nations who are  mem bers  o f t he  U ni ted Na
tio ns  organiz ati on , comp ris ing  a tot al po pu latio n of  roug hly  31/2 bi l
lion  pe rsons. Th e p erc entag e o f th e U .S.  pop ulat ion of t hat to ta l comes 
to  ap prox im ate ly 5.9 pe rce nt.  Yet , of a t otal  U.N . family  e xp endit ure 
fo r cale nd ar y ea r 1970 o f $947,900,000, the  U.S.  sh are  was $300,684,000, 
or 32 pe rce nt.

It  is an tic ipated  th at ou r contr ibu tio n in 1971 will  be high er , some 
$335,443,000. Our  esteemed colleagu e of  th e Hou se, Jo hn Rooney,  
chair ma n of  the Ho use  Sub com mit tee  on St ate Dep ar tm en t A pp ro 
pr iat ions  places  the perce nta ge  of  U.S . contr ibuti on s as high  as 38.3 
percen t fo r 1971. At  any rat e, it is a  su bs tan tia l amoun t.

No othe r co un try  in the world  ap prec iat es  the  need fo r peac e in the  
world  as m uch  as  th is  one does. No na tio n h as  giv en as muc h o f it se lf in  
maintaining  peace in the wo rld  as  ha s thi s one. O ur  hi sto ry  has p rov ed 
that .
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I t  was ma inl y th ro ug h the  efforts of the Uni ted States  th at  a pos t- 
Second W or ld  W ar  peac e in  the wo rld  was res tor ed  and an in te r
na tio na l bod y—th e U.N.—was  cre ate d to  he lp maintain th at  peace. 
The Un ite d State s has rea lized  its  responsibi liti es in th is  rega rd  and 
has  met th em.

Today, however , we are forced to  con sider othe r th ings  equ ally  
im po rta nt .

Th e economic pro blems  t hat  beset ou r c ou ntr y are  fa st  a pp roac hing  
the  cri sis  stag e. Th e res olu tion of  these  pro blems  is of  vi ta l int ere st 
to  the whole world . An  economical ly he alt hy  Un ite d States  means an 
econom ical ly he al thy wor ld.

Th ere is no doubt th at  the wo rld  is dependent on the economic st a
bi lit y of  the Uni ted State s. However , we hav e no t of lat e show n th at 
level  of  economic stab ili ty  wh ich  exudes the confidence nece ssary to 
pre ser ve  the wo rld 's economic  system.  One of  those reasons has  been 
th at we have overextende d ourselves  financ ial ly. An d giving  more 
th an  ou r fa ir  sha re in vo luntary contr ibuti on s to the  U.N . is a good 
case in point .

Th e U.S. Governm ent and th e Am eri can  taxp ay er  cannot con tinu e 
alone to  ca rry the hea vy bu rden  of  peace  in th e world . The responsi 
bi lit y and du ty  f or  doin g so m us t a lso be met  by  others. Th is is a ll t hat  
we are  ask ing .

I t  is no t b ein g u nrea lis tic , in  my opinio n, to  do so. O n the co nt rary , 
there are member na tio ns  of th e U.N . body who are  presen tly  in a r
rea rs in  th ei r assessed contr ibut ions  to  th a t body up war d of  $80 
mil lion . Some of tho se same coun tries con tinue ye ar  af te r ye ar  to in 
crease th ei r spendin g fo r t he  p urpo se o f b ui ld in g wea pons o f war. We 
can  no lon ger spe nd un told mi llio ns of  do lla rs  to  wage peace  in the 
world , while othe r na tio ns , who  are  agg ressive in na ture , spe nd th ei r 
co un try ’s w ea lth  in pr ep ar in g fo r war. E ither  we a re wa ging  peace in 
the  world, or  we are n ot.

Th ere  is a pre ced ent fo r leg isl ati on  of th is  n atur e th at wou ld lim it 
the  am ount of  U .S.  fina ncial contr ibuti on s to the Uni ted Nation s. The 
Dep ar tm en t of  St ate App ro pr ia tio ns  Act, 1953, a pprov ed on Ju ly  10, 
1952—Pub lic  L aw 495, 82d Congress 66 st at.  550; 22 U .S.C. 262b—set 
a l im it of  331/} perce nt on the am ount the U.S . Go vernme nt could c on
tr ib ut e t o th e to ta l bud ge t o f an y interna tio na l organiz ation .

In  addit ion , there are specif ic l eg islative  l im ita tio ns  on the pe rcen t
age contr ibuti on  of  th e U ni ted Na tio ns  to the W or ld  H ea lth  O rgan iza
tion, 33% pe rcen t; Fo od  and Agr icul tu re  Or ga niza tio n,  33%;  and 
the In te rn at io na l La bo r Or ga niz ati on , 25 perc ent .

So I  say  to you, I  th in k it  is pa st  tim e th at  we rea lis tic all y view 
th is  que stio n of  U.N . fu nd in g an d reduce  ou r contr ibuti on s acc ord 
ing ly.

Tha nk  you,  Mr. Ch air man .
Mr. F raser. Tha nk  you, Mr. Waggonner.
Mr. Gross?
Mr . Gross. Mr . Waggo nn er,  it  is re fres hi ng  to have  you  an d such 

colleagues  as M r. Sikes an d Mr. Cr ane come b efo re th is  su bcommittee . 
I t  is a  br ea th  of  fr esh air .

We  d on ’t  o fte n have t hat pleasu re.
I  com plime nt you on yo ur  s tatem ent.



36

I have no questions, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Kazen?
Mr. Kazen. Mr. Chairman, I also wish to welcome our esteemed colleague before the subcommittee and to commend him for his statement.
I have no questions.
Air. Fraser. Mr. AVaggonner, let me just  see if I can grasp the full import of the position tha t you would have the United  States take. I gather you are not suggesting that we pull  out of the U.N. at this point ?
Mr. AVaggonner. No, sir ; I am not.
Air. F raser. I was asking Air. Crane what his views would be i f the United Nations General Assembly were to accept the appor tionment of the expenses tha t did not accede to the population formula.Air. AVaggonner. T hat  did not?
Air. F raser. That  did not accede to a population  formula  so that  we would be left with  a higher assessment than t ha t suggested by your bill. I t could lead to a confronta tion of some kind in which the position of the United  States and the U.N. might be put at risk. AVhat would your view be about what should happen at tha t point.
Air. AVaggonner. I think , Air. Chairman, we just finished one confron tatio n and have gone to another. The confrontnation we had over the expulsion of Taiwan was one th at we lost and Red China challenged us with her opening words when she came to the United  Nations. I just think tha t we would have to meet each confronta tion on its merits  as they developed and support the needs of the United States in this world organizat ion with regard to financial assessments based on population.
It  seems to me th at if the courts in  this  land say tha t we have to do everything on a one-man, one-vote basis, if its good enough for us in this country, we ought to practice  it on the internationa l level as well.
Air. F raser. AVell. I  th ink the question of voting is a very real question in the U.N. and as you say, we have tha t in the United States, but we finance the Federal Government on an ability  to pay basis.
AVould you ca rry the population formula  into the financing of the Federal Government? In  other words, we would have a per capita assessment of the Federal budget rather  than  the present Federal 

income tax.
Air. AVaggonner. No; I don’t think I would, and I don’t think you would either.
Mr. F raser. AArell, i f you wish to  apply  U.S. Government formula to the United Nations as you have indicated, why would you finance the U.N. differently than the Federal Government?
Air. AVaggonner. The U.N. is entirely  different. There is no way to equate our  responsibil ity to the people of the United States to provide for them tha t which the Const itution requires we provide in the way of freedoms, et cetera, as opposed to the United Nations and our responsibility to that organization.
AVe have a responsibility first of all to the United States and its population. I, first of all, am a representa tive from the Fourth Congressional Dist rict of Lo uisiana; my first responsibility is to the people

I represent.



37

We,  as rep res entat ive s of  the  U ni ted St ates  a nd  ou r rep res entat ive s 
in  t he  U ni ted Na tio ns  are  rep res en tat ives  t o the Uni ted Na tions fro m 
tlie  Uni ted St ates  an d ou r fir st ob ligation  is to  rep res en t the Un ite d 
St ates  and  the cit izens th ere of.

Mr. F raser. W ou ld  you ap ply the same measu re wi th  respec t to 
NA TO  expend itu res ?

Mr . W aggonner. W ell , we do n’t h ave  a ny  requ ire d contr ibu tio ns  to  
NA TO  to the bes t of  my  knowledge. We  have  some vo luntary ag ree
ments.

Mr . F raser. Y ou r bil l cove rs bo th assessed and vo luntary co nt rib u
tio ns  to th e U.N. , so would  you a pp ly  the  same fo rm ula ?

Mr. W aggonner. I  th in k we wou ld be be tte r off if  we did . I  th in k 
we would  get  more  ou t of  the  oth ers .

I  am som ewhat  disapp ointed  in  the coo per ation we ge t fro m ou r 
NA TO  al lies  an d th e ef for t we make  thr ou gh  NA TO .

Mr. F raser. T he y hav e no t been  coop era tin g wi th us recentl y.
Mr. W aggonner. I  c er ta in ly  w ould be  w ill ing t o t ra de  out  w ith  you.  

I f  we would  ad op t the fo rm ula which  I ’ve p res en ted  wi th  respec t to 
U.S.  c on tribu tio ns  to  th e U ni ted Nations,  T th in k we would reach some 
common g roun d with  re ga rd  to  o ur  con tribu tio ns  to  NA TO .

Mr.  F raser. A nd  y ou would  ap ply th is  s ame  l im ita tio n to  th e U.N . 
Ch ild ren’s F un d?

Mr . W aggonner. I wou ld a pp ly  it  to ev ery  ac tiv ity  both requir ed  and 
vo lun tar y.

Mr . F raser. I n  th e M idd le E as t ?
Mr. W aggonner. Yes, si r. Tha t req uir ed  acti vit ies  and  th e v olun tary  

funds, as well.
Mr. F  raser. A nd  t hi s would  include pea cek eep ing?
Mr. W aggonner. In  eve ry respect.  As  fa r as pea cek eep ing  is con 

cerned , i t is  som eth ing  th at  is on paper; i t does no t amo un t to a ny th ing.  
As the gentl em an fro m Iowa said a minu te ago, where  are they  now  
in th e confrontat ion and where  is the  Uni ted St ates  in no t askin g the 
XTnited Na tions to tr y  to do some thing  abo ut wh at is develop ing  be
twe en In dia  and  Pak is tan?

Mr . F raser. W e ha d some discussion abo ut Cy prus  and the peace
keeping  ope rat ion  on C yp rus which, a t lea st,  some observe rs sa y showed 
the ab ili ty  of th e U.N.  to  avoid  a serious  ris k of  war  betw een Greece 
an d T urkey. W ou ld you sha re t ha t v iew ?

Mr.  W aggonner. The  ab ili ty  to do  it  ?
Mr.  F raser. The  ab ili ty  o f t he  U ni ted Na tio ns  to  p ut  Ca na dian  and  

othe r tro op s into Cy prus  an d pre vent a hea d-on co nf rontat ion be
twe en t he  Greeks  and  th e Tu rks?

Mr.  W aggonner. I am no t yet  wi lling  to su pp or t the  pr inciple of 
req uir ed  pa rti cipa tio n in such  pea cek eep ing  effor ts. I am wi lling  to 
su pp or t the pr inciple of vo luntary pa rti ciat ion.  I hav e a the or y abo ut 
the  Uni ted Na tio ns  as fa r as peacekeep ing  is concern ed, or  any  othe r 
pro blem is co ncer ned, a nd  th a t i s when  th e Uni ted Na tio ns  ha s a  p ro b
lem betw een two  small na tions , the pro blem disap pears . Whe n it has 
a pro blem betw een a small na tio n an d a l arge  n ati on , t he  sma ll na tio n 
disappears,  and when there is a pro ble m betw een lar ge  na tions , the 
Uni ted Na tions dis appears .

I  ju st  don ’t th in k the  U .N.  face up to  a ll pro blems  p res en ted  before 
it,

71 -9 42 — 72------ 0
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Mr. F raser. T th in k th at  is probably rig ht , we di dn 't see the  U.X. 
invo lved  in our lan ding  on the Dominican Re publi c or  ou r abort ive  
effort to invade  Cuba, in  ne ith er  ease did  t he  U.N . interv ene .

Mr . Gross. O r V ietn am.
Mr. F raser. N or in the H un ga ry  or C zechos lova kian  invasion  by the 

Sov iet  Union . So I th ink th at accurat ely  desc ribes the lim ita tio ns  of 
the  U .N.  Nev ertheles s, I  was ju st  t ry in g to ge t y ou r assessmen t of the  
value of the  U.N . in othe r are nas in whi ch a majo r pow er is no t in 
volved on th e ground .

Mr. W aogonner. Mr. Ch airm an . T be lieve the  U .N.  c ould be a forc e 
in the world  tod ay  if  the  obligations of the  ch ar ter, the req uir em ents 
of  the ch ar te r were  met by each  and eve ry member na tio n of  the 
Un ite d Nat ions. I f  everybo dy who is a mem ber of the Uni ted Na tions 
subscribed  to peace and tr ie d to wa lk out  on the  road  tow ard peace, 
then  it could he a po tent  fo rce; bu t. th at  is n ot  th e sit ua tio n.

Mr. F raser. W ha t is y ou r view  o f the bes t way  to achieve the  com
pete nce to c ar ry  out th at  ro le ?

Mr. AV aggoxxer. AVell, T t hi nk  one  of t he fa ires t way s is to  do what 
we p ropose h ere and let  ev erybody believe t hey are go ing  to get  ou t o f 
it  wha t the y put into it, an d if  they  don’t pu t an yt hi ng  i nto  it, they  
are  not goi ng to  get  an ythi ng  out of  it. Th ere are  ma ny cou ntr ies  not 
pu tti ng  an ything  in bu t they  are  ge tting  a heck  of a lot out.

For instance, toda v the  U.S.S.R . is in ar re ar s to the  extent  of 
$86,864,900.

Mr . F raser. AVhat is th e F re nc h deficit ?
Mr. G ross. A good many  mil lions.
Mr. AAr  aggonxer. F ranc e has a defic it of $17,796,807, an d we in the  

Uni ted State s even hav e a defic it of $2,136,839, bu t th at  is a ra th er  
ins ign ific ant  figure of the whole ar rearag e to ta l which  is $176,699,174. 
An d the U.S . deficit, is  even more  meaningle ss whe n one conside rs the 
am ount we do pay each year.

Mr . K azex. Mr . Ch air man ?
Ar e those ar re ar s in contr ibu tio ns  to the Un ite d Na tions or to the  

othe r org aniza tions?
Mr. AVaggoxxer. These are  ar re ar s to the Uni ted Nat ions, U N EF 

an d U NO C, so th at  is ope rat ions.
Mr. K azex. Mr. AAnggonner, acc ord ing  to  yo ur  f igure s t his  year the  

Uni ted State s contr ibute d to the  U.N . $300,684,000 ?
Mr.  AAtaggoxxer. Yes, sir.
Mr. K azex. Un de r your  for mu la,  what would th at  have amoun ted  

to ?
Mr.  AV aggoxxer. Und er  my form ula , it would be, as Mr. Cra ne said, 

just a few minutes  ago. some where between $60 an d $70 mil lion . It  
wou ld be 5.9 p ercent .

Mr.  K azex. Tha nk  you.
Air. F raser. AVell. th an k you.
Mr. G ross. T m ust  make one comment on y ou r state me nt th at  we su p

po rt th is  Gover nment  on the  basi s of  ab ili ty  to pay . T am sure the  
Demo cra tic  s tud y group, the AD A, and  all of these  Democra t groups  
wil l t ell  you dif ferent ly.  AAV he ar  it  con sta ntly s tat ed  on th e House  floor 
th at  (oo many  peop le are  ('scapin g their- fa ir  s ha re  o f the  t axload .
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Mr. Waggonner. Mr. Gross, i f 1 could comment on that , I  have the 
old-fashioned idea that  everybody who earns something should pay so 
they better understand how this Government is financed and where 
these so-called free services really come from. I don't  think anyone 
really understands  something until he has to pay for it.

Mr. Gross. But  the gentleman has seen those statements of Com
mon Cause and all the rest of them.

Mr. Waggoxxer. Yes, sir ; but 1 am not prone to reading  those 
statements.

Mr. Gross. Well, 1 have to read them to try to keep up with their  
doubletalk.

Mr. F raser. I might say, Mr. Gross, our feeling has been tha t we 
would like to have the oil companies put something on it instead of 
putt ing it on the farmers  of Iowa.

Mr. Gross. Tha t is exactly the point I am making. You say one 
thing , but then your organizat ions say something else.

Mr. Fraser. We all subscribe for perfection we have not arrived at.
Mr. Gross. The mis take of the Charter of the United Nations is the  

mistake of the old covenant of the League of Nations, tha t nations 
bound together in time of war would be bound togethe r for the same 
reasons in time of peace. Noth ing could be fur ther from the tru th,  and 
until the Charter  of the United Nations-----

Sir. Waggoxxer. Unless the time of peace comes before the time of 
war.

Mr. Gross. Until  the United Nations Charter is revised to make it 
practical and workable, it is not worth the powder to blow it  out of 
New York.

Mr. Waggoxxer. I understand some are unhappy about it being 
there now and think ing about leaving, and I would wish them well.

Mr. Gi joss. So do I.
Mr. Waggoxxer. Maybe they won’t come back afte r Christmas.
Mr. Gross. T hank  you, Mr. Waggonner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Thank you so much.
Mr. Waggoxxer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Our next witness is the Honorable Samuel De Pa lma, 

Assistant Secretary of State for Internationa l Organization Affairs.
Mr. Secretary, we are glad to have you here, and apologize to you 

for having to come back the second time. We apprecia te your being 
here this morning. Why don't you go ahead on whatever basis vou 
like.

STATEMENT OF HON. SAMUEL DE PALMA, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION AFFAIRS

Mr. De P alma. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
I welcome this opportuni ty to discuss the  proposal to change the 

basis for paying  U.S. contributions to the United Nations family 
of agencies and programs from the present system to one based on 
comparative population data.

It would be useful at the outset to review the method for establish
ing the assessments of U.N. members. The background will make clear



what has been done to reduce the I .S. assessment rate in the past, and 
will indicate what can most usefully be done to continue th is process in the future.

Article 17, paragraph 2, of the  Charter of  the United  Nations pro
vides that  "the expenses of the Organization shall be borne by the 
Members as apportioned by the General Assembly.” W hat this pro
vision means essentially, Mr. Chairman, is that  the United States, 
so long as it is a member of the 1 nited Nations, is subject to the rate 
of assessment apportioned to it by the T'nited Nations General As
sembly and decided by a two-thirds  ma jority.

To assist in making its apportionment, the General Assembly re
lies upon the technical advice of an expert Committee on Contr ibu
tions. This body presently consists of 12 individuals, appointed on the 
basis of broad geographic representa tion, personal qualifications, and 
experience. It includes one American. Rule 161 of the Rules of Pro
cedure of the General Assembly provides that the  Committee on Con
tributions shall advise the General Assembly “concerning the ap
portionment * * of the expenses of the Organiza tion among Mem
bers, broadly according to capacity to pay.”

The terms of reference of the Committee on Contribu tions have also 
included from the U.N.'s beginning the provision that  “if a ceiling 
is imposed on contributions , the ceiling should not be such as seri
ously to obscure the relation between a nation's  contributions and its capacity to pay.’’

From the outset of the United Nations, the capacity-to-pay cri
terion has been applied by the Committee on Contributions through 
the use of comparative national income statistics. These data have 
been progressively improved and the comparability of the data has 
been enhanced by the use since 1964 of comparative net national 
products at market  prices. Net national product is denned as the total 
of personal and governmental consumption expenditures on goods 
and services, plus expenditures for investment. Net national product  
differs from gross national  product by excluding depreciation al
lowance for capital consumption.

Acting according to its original criteria, the Committee on Contribu
tions in its first apportionment set the U.S. rate of assessment for 
1946 at 49.89 percent. The United  States objected to  this assessment. 
While  recognizing the difficulty of other states in making contribu
tions after  the devastation of  the Second World War, Senator Vanden
berg, speaking for this Government, pointed out tha t the United  States did not think the U.N. organization ought to rely unduly upon 
the contributions of a single member. This vigorous U.S. objection 
succeeded in persuading  the Assembly to reduce the U.S. rate for 1946 
to 39.89 percent, and it remained at that  level throu gh 1949.

Tn 1948, the United Nations agreed in princ iple tha t “in normal 
times, no one member state should contribute more than one-third of 
the ordinary expenses of the Un ited Nations for  any one year." Simul
taneously, the General Assembly recognized that “the per capita con
tribu tion of any member should not exceed the per capita  contribution 
of the  member which bears  the  highest assessment.” Tn 1954, the 33i /r 
percent ceiling was brought into effect by a General Assembly resolution.
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In 1957, the  General Assembly, again at our insistence, reduced the 
ceiling to 30 percent in principle,  and the U.S. contribu tion has been 
moving toward that  rate  ever since. Thus, in 1970, when the Committee 
on Contribut ions made its apport ionment for the years 1971-73, the 
percentage contributions of the members which had entered the or
ganization during the previous 3 years, amounting  to 0.16 percent
age points, were d istributed proport ionate ly among the  membership, 
with the United States  receiving 0.05 percentage points. This process 
reduced the U.S. contribution from 31.57 percent in 1968-70 to 31.52 
percent in the 1971-73 period.

As a result of the crite ria supplied to the Committee on Contr ibu
tions by the General Assembly, five general classes of member states 
exist fo r the purposes of  apportionment . W ith respect to the criterion 
of capacity to pay, three of these categories are relatively advantaged, 
and two are relatively disadvantaged.

The three categories of United Nations members who are specially 
advantaged in the determination o f their assessment rates ar e:

1. Members w ith per capita  incomes below $1,000 per year and as
sessment rates above the 0.04 percent minimum rate. These less-devel
oped countries are given an allowance for  low per capita income which 
reduces their assessment rate.

2. The second category of specially advantaged members includes 
only the United States, whose percentage share is reduced below ca
pacity to pay by the applicat ion of the ceiling principle.

The U.N. Committee on Contribu tions pointed out with reference 
to the scale for 1968-70 that if the rate of assessment of the United  
States  were assessed on the basis of comparative national  income sta 
tistics adjusted for low per capita income, its rate  would have been 
39.48 percent instead of the actual assessment rate for tha t period of 
31.57 percent.

3. A few countries have also benefited from the application of the 
per capi ta ceiling principle  which holds that “the per cap ita contribu
tion of any member state should not exceed the per capita contribution 
of the member which bears the highest assessment.” Relatively small 
reductions in assessment rates have been applied to Canada, Kuwait . 
New Zealand, and Sweden over the years in order tha t thei r per capita 
contribution not exceed the per capita contribution of the United 
States.

There are also two categories of specially disadvantaged members 
who pay more than  they would under the stri ct application of the 
eapacity-to-pay criterion as measured by relative  national product, 
These are:

1. Members individually  assessed at the minimum rate of 0.04 per
cent—which is the case for more than  60 of the poorest members—who 
pay more because the minimum rate exceeds their assessment based 
on capacity to pay.

2. Members with per capita incomes above $1,000 per year—except 
for those affected by the ceilings—also pay more than  their relative  
capacity to pay. This group of developed countries pays more because 
the assessment rate of each, based on capacity  to pay, is substantially  
increased to pay for the benefits given the advantaged categories, 
including the United States.
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To summarize, Mr. Chairman, because of the adoption of an arb i
tra ry ceiling, for over 25 years the United States has paid less than  
it would have if it had been assessed according to the same cri teria  
applied to the other main industria l states, including the Soviet Union, 
the United Kingdom. France , and Canada.

The legislation you are considering, which relates assessments to 
population, implies a United Nations assessment rate for the United  
States which we estimate at 6.20 percent in place of the present U.S. 
assessment of 31.52 percent. On a strict capacity-to-pay basis, we esti
mate th at at the present time the  U.S. rate, based on nat ional income 
statistics when adjusted to benefit the low per capita states, would 
actually be 38.40 percent. Comparable figures for the Soviet Union, 
including Byelorussia and the Ukraine, would be 7.34 percent on a 
population basis as compared with 14.66 percent on the adjusted  basis. 
In fact, the Soviet Union is now assessed at 16.55 percent. The differ
ence between 14.66 percent and 16.55 percent is the  extra amount we 
estimate the Soviet Union is assessed because of the ceiling principle  
applied to the U.S. contribution.

Comparable figures for France are 1.54 percent on the basis of popu
lation as compared with its present assessment of 6 percent; and 
for the United  Kingdom, 1.72 percent, on the basis of population as 
compared with its present assessment of 5.90 percent. These figures 
show th at other major industrial powers would also gain a significant 
advantage from an assessment based on population.

Nevertheless, Mr. Chairman, in our judgment there would be lit tle 
or no support even from these countries for changing the apportion 
ment pattern in the United Nations to one based on the criterion ot 
comparative population. We strongly  doubt that these other prospec
tive beneficiaries would favor it because they would not want to take 
on the large ma jority  tha t would oppose it on the grounds of its being 
unrealistic and unfair. The large population  states like China which 
would be assessed at about 22.85 percent, or Pakistan a t 3.34 percent, 
or Brazil at 2.67 percent, or India at 15.91 percent, or Indonesia  at 
3.43 percent, et cetera, would obviously find it unacceptable.

We are convinced it would be impossible to negotiate such a scale 
of assessment because of the gross anomalies it would introduce.

Very poor countries would find themselves paying many times 
thei r present rate, while the rate of most affluent countries would be 
substantially reduced. Based on average per capita incomes, an Indo 
nesian would contribute  about 44 times more of his  income than the 
average U.S. citizen; the average Nigerian would contribute about 
49 times more. In terms of time per capita worked to pay toward 
thei r country’s U.N. assessment, under the population  scale an Amer
ican would work 2 minutes, an Ethiopian 2 hours, an Englishman 
4 minutes, and a Brazilian 25 minutes. In  fact, under  the population 
scale, everyone’s per capita contribution,  expressed in time worked 
to pay toward the U.N. assessment, would exceed that o f  the average 
American.

Now, obviously, Mr. Chairman, we could not defend such a scale 
on the grounds of reason or equity, and certainly could not expect 
to gain a two-thirds major ity fo r it.
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I strongly  hope the Congress would not decide that  the United 
States  should pay its U.N. assessment a t a G-percent rate. If  we uni
latera lly sought to pay on the basis of population, the United States 
would soon he sufficiently in arrears to lose its vote in the General 
Assembly and, even earlier, would have pushed the I nited Nations 
over the fiscal brink. Mr. Chairman, this is not a formula for reducing 
the U.S. contribution ; it is a formula for abandoning the United 
Nations.

Now, I have been speaking of assessed contributions . Insofar as 
volunta ry contributions are concerned, we now contribute at varying 
rates—depending on our interest in the programs—hut generally at 
a rate  not to exceed 40 percent. Were we to reduce our contributions 
to about G percent, we would be contributing  far less than our fair  
share to importan t peacekeeping, economic development, and humani
tar ian  activities.

Mr. Chairman, tha t having been said, our experience of the past 
25 years demonstrates tha t we can and should continue to seek down
ward revision both in our assessment percentage and in the U.N. 
ceiling rate itself. This experience has shown in pa rticular that reduc
tions are most successfully accomplished when new members with 
substantial contributions en ter the Organizat ion.

Under this condition, none of the old members would have its own 
contribut ion raised if the ceiling rate were lowered. Consequently, we 
are looking forward  to the time when, fo r example, it will be possible 
for the Federa l Republic of Germany to enter the Organiza tion with 
a percentage assessment rate which has a lready been set by the Com
mittee on Contributions at G.80 percent. Should the United States  get 
almost the full benefit of this amount, its rate of assessment could 
reach the 25 percent recommended by the Lodge Commission last 
April . Y on will recall tha t this Presidential Commission made the 
following recommendation:

As  ne w mem be rs  a re  bro ught in to  th e U.N ., th e ir  as se ss ed  co ntr ib utions  to 
th e  re gu la r bu dg et,  wh ich  m ay  be su bst an ti a l,  wi ll ca ll fo r a re d is tr ib u ti on  of 
th e  fina nc ia l bu rd en s re fle cted  in  th e sc ale of  as se ss m en t. F urt her m ore , fo r it s 
ow n inde pe nd en ce  a nd de ve lopm en t, an  in te rn ati onal org an iz at io n of  127 mem be rs  
sh ou ld  no t de pe nd  up on  one  s ta te  fo r al m os t one -thi rd  of  th e co ntr ib ut io ns to  it s 
re gu la r bu dg et.

The  Co mm iss ion  reco mmen ds  th a t th e U ni te d S ta te s aff irm  it s  in te n ti on  to 
m ain ta in  an d in cr ea se  it s to ta l co nt ri but io ns to  th e U.N ., bu t th a t,  as  p a rt  of  a 
re d is tr ib u ti on  of  re sp on sibi li ties , it  wi ll seek  ov er  a per io d of  year s to  re du ce  
it s  cu rr en t contr ib ut io n of  31.52 per ce nt  to  th e  as se ss ed  re gula r bu dg et  of  th e 
O rg an iz at io n so th a t ev en tu al ly  it s  sh are  wi ll no t ex ce ed  25 pe rc en t.

In  re co mmen ding  th a t th e U ni ted S ta te s seek  a re duct io n of  th e pe rc en ta ge  
of it s as se ss m en t fo r th e  re gu la r bu dg et , th e  Co mmiss ion wishe s to em ph as ize 
th a t it  is  in no way  pr op os in g an y dim in ut io n of  th e ov er al l co mm itm en t of 
U.S . re so ur ce s to  th e U.N. sy stem . Ea ch  re du ct io n in th e U.S. sh are  of th e re gula r 
bu dg et  m us t be cl ea rly m ar ke d by at  le ast  a co rr es po nd in g in cr ea se  in  U.S.  
co nt ri bu tions  to  one or mor e of  th e  volu nt ar y bu dg et s or fu nds in  th e U.N . 
sy ste m.

Mr. Chairman, we have given this recommendation of the Lodge 
Commission the most serious consideration. We have decided that  it 
is an appropria te and necessary goal for the United States to pursue 
and we shall work to achieve it as rapidly  as we can, hopefully in con
nection with the admission of new members. We believe that a reduc-
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tion of our assessment to 25 percent would be beneficial to the U.N. 
because the Organizat ion ought not to be overly dependent on the 
contribu tion of a single member. Above all. we do not believe it is 
politically advisable for an o rganization of sovereign and juridically 
equal states, which is approaching universali ty of membership, to 
perpetuate such an extreme dispa rity between voting power and in
fluence, on the one hand, and financial contributions  on the other.

Mr. Chairman, a 25-percent ceiling for assessed contributions would 
achieve a better balance between voting power and capacity to pay, 
without abandoning capacity to pay as a major criterion. Finally , let 
me stress t ha t we have had this  matter  under study fo r some time and 
our decision to work toward this  goal has been taken as a matter of 
principle and not in retalia tion for recent events in the General 
Assembly.

Thank you.
Mr. F raser. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Mr. Gross?
Mr. Gross. Mr. De Palma, which one of the Lodge's headed this 

commission? Which one?
Mr. De Palma. Ambassador Lodge.
Mr. Gross. Which one of the well-traveled Lodge's?
Mr. De Palma. Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge.
Mr. Gross. Henry, the most t raveled of the Lodge’s.
I never heard of him being very much interested in saving any 

money for the taxpayers of this country when it came to spending for 
internationa l purposes, so I am not very much impressed with any 
commission report  which emanates from the hands of Henry Cabot 
Lodge.

Is he the same Henry Cabot Lodge who traveled far  and wide t ry 
ing to drum up support around the world to help us in the war in 
Vietnam ?

Mr. De Palma. He was involved in tha t effort, yes.
Mr. Gross Do you remember the Council on Foreign Relations, 

tha t exclusive club in New York tha t limits its voting membership to 
a few miles from the heart of Wall Street ?

Mr. D e Palma. Yes, I am aware of tha t organization.
Mr. Gross. You are aware of tha t?
Mr. De Palma. Yes, sir.
Mr. Gross. Is he a member of tha t organization, do you know?
Mr. De Palma. I don’t know.
Mr. Gross. He maintains a residence in New York, he is a full- 

fledged member of it, isn' t he ?
Mr. De Palma. I just don’t know.
Mr. Gross. I  can look that up. I guess. I have a copy of the  report 

upstairs.
We have not had any d irect witnesses from the Council on Foreign 

Relations, have we ?
Mr. F raser. Not as such, but  we did have Ambassador Lodge before 

our subcommittee explaining the  proposals several months ago.
Mr. Gross. You are for a 6-percent cut, is that  right  ?
Mr. De Palma. I think we should work toward it, yes, sir,-----
Mr. Gross. Negotiate our way down to 25 percent.
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I thought I heard  the Secretary of State pontificate on that  yester
day at the briefing for Members of Congress, did he not ?

Mr. De Palma. Yes, I think he mentioned it there, and he men
tioned it  last nigh t at his Overseas Press  Club appearance.

Mr. Gross. Is n’t this going to increase the take from the Indonesians 
and the Ethiopians? A 6-percent cut for the United  States will in
crease the levy on them, won’t it?

Mr. De P alma. It  would if  it  were done now in an a rbit rary  way. I t 
would not  necessarily i f i t were done in connection with the admission 
of new members into the Organiza tion.

Mr. Gross. Well, we have not been relieved of very much by the 
admission of  a lot of new members to the United Nations, have we?

Mr. De P alma. Very fractional percentage points, but we have been 
relieved each time as new members were admit ted and as the new 
scales of assessment were computed.

Mr. Gross. I see. T hat  was a whopping cut from 31.57 to 31.52.
Mr. De Palma. That was our proportiona te share.
Air. Gross. Tha t was a hell of a cut, was it  not ?
Mr. De Palma. Th at was a very small addition th at was contributed 

by these very small states. It  was a very small cut.
Air. Gross. So the 6 percent that  even you advocate and the Secre

tary of State is going to have a serious effect, i sn't  it, upon this?
Air. De P alma. I t definitely will if it is done without the admission 

of new members bring ing in substantial contribut ions, yes.
Air. Gross. II ow many more new members ?
Air. De Palma. I cited, for example, the Federal Republic of Ger

many because its assessed contribution would be over 6 percent.
Air. Gross. I don't know whether the Federal Republic of  Germany 

is going to  be very much interested after this last go around in New 
York.

I notice you mention the two-th irds vote in your statement, Air. 
De Palma. We really got a t reatment on the basis of the two-thirds, 
didn’t we, and the application of the two-thirds vote. Didn 't we?

Air. De Palma. We lost that vo te; yes, sir.
Air. Gross. So I don’t know of any reason why a two-thirds vote 

should be conjured up in connection with this situation . Why should 
we pay any more attention to a two-thi rds vote ? It  seems to me that 
was a violation of the Charter of the United Nations  when they re
fused to apply the two-th irds vote to the so-called impo rtan t question. 
Don’t you think it was ?

Air. De P alma. Air. Congressman, you know the  fight we m ade; we 
had a st rong point of view and we expressed it. But,  very obviously, 
a large majority did not agree with  us.

Air. Gross. I  am not impressed at all wi th th is tw o-thi rds vote busi
ness. I thin k tha t in the future the United States ought to ignore it. 
Somewhere in your statement you said tha t if we didn't ante up on 
the basis of about 25 percent, there would be no United Nations, or 
we would be abandoning the Uni ted Nations. Is that the gist of your 
testimony ?

Air. De Palma. Yes; I made such a statement.
Air. Gross. Would th at be bad ?
Air. De Palma. I th ink it would, very definitely.
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Mr. Gross. I expected you to say tha t.
Mr. De P alma. I think it  would be very harm ful to the national  

interests of the United States.
Mr. Gross. Well, I doubt if you and I  will get together on this 

issue.
Mr. De Palma. I  don’t thin k we would.
Mr. Gross. Or very many other issues with  respect to raid ing the 

taxpayers o f this  country for more and better handouts to foreigners.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Kazen ?
Mr. Kazen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, I want to than k you for the statement which you 

have made before us this morning. I  must confess th at this is the first 
time tha t I  have really seen a breakdown on the history  of assess
ments, and I am glad to have it.

You made one statement, Mr. Secretary , tha t in 1957 the General 
Assembly, again at our insistence, reduced the ceiling to 30 percent 
in principle. Wh at do you mean by tha t ?

Mr. De Palma. Well, they took a decision th at there ought to be 
a ceiling of 30 percent on the maximum contribution. They did not at  
tha t very moment set our percentage point  at 30 percent. Hav ing es
tablished the principle, it was the understanding t ha t we would work 
our way down to it as circumstances permitted , and th at has been done.

We have not reached it yet, but reductions have been achieved 
through readjusting this scale as new members have been admitted. 
We have gotten down to 31.52 percent  as a result of tha t process, 
so the ceiling exists in principle as the goal toward  which we are 
expected to move. What I  am suggesting is that we ought now to work 
to set the ceiling at 25 and not jus t in principle but to get ourselves 
down to 25 percent as rapidly as we can.

Mr. Kazen. How would you do that ?
Mr. De P alma. I  think  tha t the most obvious way to do it, the easiest 

way to do it,  and perhaps the only politically  feasible way to do it, is 
to take advantage of the admission o f additional members. I am not 
speaking of a purely hypothet ical situation because there is a very 
definite prospect,  as you know, in the policy of the Federal Republic 
of Germany to work out an inner-German agreement. Once the treatv 
with the Soviet Union and the related documents are signed, the pow
ers concerned have already indicated tha t they  intend and are willing 
for both Germanys to enter the United Nations. This is not a purely 
theoretical prospect ; it is a probable one.

Mr. Kazen. Well, when you ta lk about the admission of new mem
bers, in the German Federation  the only one tha t you are talking 
about ?

Mr. De P alma. No ; I  cited Germany because it would bring in such 
a substan tial contribut ion as to be very meaningful in this context. 
There are, obviously, a few others. Switzerland is not a member o f  
the United Nations itself, for  example.

Mr. Kazen. Is  there any hope tha t Switzerland will be in, say, within 
the next 5 years ?

Mr. De P alma. I  don’t know, but the matter is under  discussion 
again in Switzerland.
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Mr. Kazen. Wh at other  countries?
Mr. D e P alma. Other countries would not be financially significant. 

Othe r divided states include the two Koreas, for example, and I am 
making no prediction  about tha t, and the two Vietnams, which I am 
leaving out fo r the moment.

Mr. Kazen. Therefore, there are  no new nations coming in ?
Mr. De Palma. I have cited the two Germanys.
Mr. Kazen. But they are not new.
Mr. De Palma. Neither Germany is now a  member of the United 

Nations. Nor is Switzerland.
Mr. Kazen. We are thin king  about the foreseeable, workable future , 

because the next 2 or 3 years is going to be very vital  to the United 
Nations.

Mr. De Palma. Let ’s leave it at the two Germanys. Tha t wrould be 
enough if we should get the benefit of their contributions.

Mr. Kazen. Well, th at would be a drop in the  bucket to what people 
would expect in this country, frank ly.

Let me ask you another question about the Lodge Commission re
port. They say that each reduction  in the U.S. share of the regu lar 
budget must be clearly marked by at  least a corresponding increase in 
U.S. contributions to one or more of the volun tary budgets for funds  
in the U.N. system.

Mr. De Palma. Correct.
Mr. Kazen. W hat would we have gained if we are going to save 

on the one hand and put it in  on the other ?
Mr. De Palma. Congressman Kazen, I  spoke to the 25 percent, I 

did not address myself to the lat ter  p art  of the Lodge Commission’s 
recommendation. I said tha t we think the goal of reducing our assessed 
contribut ion toward 25 percent is right,  and we should work hard  to 
achieve it. I  have not addressed myself to the o ther problem, bu t I  do 
think it is important to mainta in the level of our voluntary 
contributions.

I, myself, think those contributions ought to be based in general on 
relative  capacity to pay, with exceptions which we might  consider 
when for some par ticu lar reason we believe we should pay more or 
less. It  is hard to make any general rule of thumb as to what we should 
contribu te toward the voluntary  programs. I think it is im portant in 
general tha t we, for example, do carry out the Pres iden t’s policy of 
tryi ng to channel more of our foreign assistance thro ugh multi latera l 
organizations, and I  would include the U.N. Development Program in 
that . But I am not at this  point  linking the two part s of the Lodge 
Commission’s recommendation.

Mr. Kazen. Well, the only reason I am interested is because it is 
all in the same breath, in the same sentence.

Mr. De Palma. Yes.
Mr. K azen. And how in the world can you defend if we are going 

to fight for this reduction to 25 percent on the one hand and not have 
these people jump on us and say, “Well, all righ t, now, if you do, you 
are following this recommendation. W hat about the other, put ting in 
a corresponding increase to your voluntary contr ibution?” I t is going  
to be a pretty  difficult situation.
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Mr. De Palma. I would expect we would be reminded of that. I 
would not expect when we make this proposal to the U.N. tha t we 
would necessarily cite the Lodge Commission report. Others will have 
read it, and they will no doubt remind us of it.

Mr. Kazex. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F razer. Mr. Secretary, let me, too, thank you for  a very helpful 

and well-conceived statement.
Would the United Nations in your opinion openly agree to  the ad

mission of Eas t Germany in connection with West Germany’s 
admission ?

Mr. De Palma. Mr. Chairman, I don't really think I ought to get 
into anyth ing tha t sounds like a policy statement. Let me say t ha t it 
is my own personal view tha t if the two Germanys work out the ar
rangement tha t they are negotiat ing on now, if they  are acceptable to 
the Federa l Republic of Germany and then are deemed acceptable by 
the four powers, including the United States, I cannot personally see 
any reason why we would not vote to admit both any time they are 
ready.

Mr. Fraser. Does the United States  have any intention or would it 
support the  call ing of a special session of the United Nations General 
Assembly to deal with the very urgent financial, general financial 
problem which is facing the  U.N ?

Mr. De Palma. Mr. Chairman, thi s question may be upon us shortly. 
It  is a difficult question to answer. In general, obviously, we would 
support any kind of procedure that  would enable and compel the 
members of this Organization to face up to this problem. We have been 
arguing as strenuously as we can that th is situation cannot continue.

We have been hoping tha t the effort th at the outgoing president  of 
the last General Assembly, Air. Hambro, had made would have pro
duced results. To date, it has not, and I am not very  hopeful th at th is 
part icular effort is going to get us to a solution of this  problem. So we 
are looking for other ways. In  particu lar, we are looking very actively 
for ways to get those who created this problem to face up to the 
situation.

Now, whether a special session is the answer or not, I think , de
pends very much on whether we will have gotten to a point in pre
liminary  consultations where there  is some prospect of achieving 
anything. If  not, we are going to get a repetit ion of what happened at 
the time the majo r deficit started when the Assembly decided tha t it 
would not apply  article 19 of the charter.  I don’t thin k we want to 
walk into tha t k ind of a deadlock. I f  we are going to go into a special 
session, we ought to have some reason to think  we will achieve some
thing. I t is not necessary to have a special session; there is stil l some 
time before the end of this  session; but, quite frank ly, I am not all 
tha t hopeful.

Air. Fraser. President Hambro’s proposals represent the nucleus of 
the effort to t ry to establish some kind of new financing arrangement.

Mr. De P alma. Yes.
Mr. F raser. Could you tell us a little  about what he has in mind 

and comment on it ?
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Mr. De Palma. Well, I would do it very generally, if I may. We 
would be glad to submit something much more specific fo r the record, 
if you would like.

Mr. F kaser. If you would do that,  it would be very useful.
Mr. De Palma. I would be very glad  to.
(The information refer red to ^follows:)
The Hambbo Proposals for Solution of the U.N. Financial Problem

In a memorandum of May 26, 1971, to all governments, Ambassador Edvard 
Hambro set the United Nations deficit (i.e., money owed by the U.N. to others) 
at $69.6 million.
This deficit is comprised of 3 major components: Mill ion

(1) Debts owed by the U.N. mostly to member governments which
rendered direct support to the Congo and Middle East  peace
keeping missions_____________________________________ $36. 7

(2) Shortfall in regular annual  budget contributions caused by the
withholdings of France, the U.S.S.R., and others since 1963___  29. 0

(3) Amounts due to certain member governments from “surplus ac
counts” (these are book accounts represent ing the excess of 
appropriations over actual costs for the Congo and Middle East 
peacekeeping missions. Had all assessments for peacekeeping 
been paid in full, the “surplus accounts” would have been re
funded. ) ___________________________________________  17.3

Subtotal __________________________________________  83.0
Less amount remaining in so-called rescue fund, a fund supported by 

voluntary contributions from 22 members to alleviate the U.N. finan
cial situa tion___________________________________________ —13. 4

Net tota l_____________________________________________  69.6
Under Hambro’s scheme, the larger par t of the deficit could be eliminated 

through waivers of claims by member governments, viz., $34 million out of the 
$36.7 million1 due for direct support to peacekeeping missions and the entire 
$17.3 million in the surplus accounts, leaving a net cash requirement of $18.3 
million to be obtained from voluntary contributions of members in order to elimi
nate  the deficit.

While this would liquidate the current  deficit, it  would not eliminate the causes 
of the defici t: the annua l withholding of p art  of their  contributions by France, 
the U.S.S.R., and the East Europeans. To overcome this barrier, Hambro sug
gests eliminating the controversial items from the annual budget, and reconsti
tuting the budget format to make it acceptable to all members.

This would involve the prompt settlement  of the $119.4 million still due on the 
U.N. bond issue, now being paid off in regula r installments out of the U.N.'s 
annual budget. In addition, agreement would have to be reached on the other 
controversial sections of the budget, such as technical assistance, the U.N. Com
mission for the Unification and Rehabili tation of Korea, and the U.N. cemetery
in Korea. .

Hambro suggests th at par t of the  bond issue be liquidated through a combina
tion offset and cash surrender arrangement. Each bond-holding member govern
ment (60 in all) would deduct from the face value of its bond holdings the 
amount it would otherwise pay in assessed contributions over the next eighteen 
years to redeem the full bond issue. Then, the remainder could be reduced by 
a fur the r 40% to a suggested “fair  marke t value” for the bonds, which pay 
a minimal 2% interest.  Bond holders could accept what remains in full pay
ment for  their  holdings. The offset arrangement would reduce the cost of am orti
zation by $79 million, while th e 40% cash surrender arrangement could result in 
a fur the r cut of $16.2 million, leaving a net cash requirement of $24.2 million to 
retire the exist ing bond issue.

$2.7 million of th is is owed to agencies other than member governments.
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Thus, in summary, an overall solution to the financial problem, according to 
Ilambro’s proposals, would involve $146.5 million in waivers and offsets and new 
cash contributions of about $42.5 million to liquidate  the deficit and retire the 
bonds. Since it is unlikely tha t all members would waive the debts owed them 
by the UN, the new cash requirement would probably be closer to $50 million.

Mill ion
Deficit _________________________________________________  $69. 6
Bond issue to be amortized_________________________________  119. 4

Subtotal _____________________________________________  189. 0
Les s:

Waivers of peacekeeping debts______________________________ 34. 0
Waivers of surplus accounts_______________________________  17. 3
Offset of bond repayments__________________________________  79. 0
40 percent cash surrender discount on bonds___________________  16. 2

Subto tal______________________________________________  146. 5
Net Cash Requirement____________________________________ 42. 5-50

Air. De P alma. In  essence, he is looking for a way both to wipe out 
the deficit and to deal with those items in the regu lar budget which 
are causing a problem because the Soviets and some others refuse to 
pay their share. l ie  wants an adjustment in both those matters  and also 
some cash payments. His total  package involves paying off the U.N. 
bonds a t thei r remaining value. To do these things  there would have 
to be contributions on the order of $40 to $50 million in fresh money. 
In our view, this is money which is owed by those who caused the 
deficit.

The argument is over who is going to put up the money. So far, 
the French  have put  up $3.9 million. Tha t is the only new contribu
tion tha t has been made, and this happened  just recently. This is not 
adequate, in our view, but it is a step in the rig ht direction. The Soviets 
have not offered any contribution.  The  matter is not closed, the discus
sions will continue, but we don’t yet see a solution.

Mr. Fraser. Could you comment on the assertion tha t the fact 
tha t the char ter specified the National Government of China as a 
member, made th at Government’s status subject to a regula r expulsion 
procedure ?

Mr. De Palma. Air. Chairman, we had to deal with t ha t argument  
extensively in the course of the Chinese represen tation discussion. I 
think one simple bu t perhaps graph ic way of making the point is that  
if the Republic o f China had  changed its name, I  don’t thin k anybody 
would have argued th at it no longer belonged on the Security Council. 
The names given to the members by the char ter are the names tha t 
they had at the time the char ter was drafted. Other  countries have 
changed their names and have not caused any fuss in the United 
Nations. The point is that the large m ajori ty o f U.N. members looked 
upon this as a representation problem. The question was who represents 
China and the fact tha t the Republic of China happened to be named 
in the U.N. Charter as the Government represen ting China at tha t 
time obviously was not persuasive with the majority . It  now felt tha t 
a change had to be made.

We, ourselves, did not feel t ha t this  part icular point  was an argu
ment which carried sufficient weight for us to make it pa rt of our 
presenta tion to the Assembly.
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Mr. F  'baser. Were there  any of our NATO Allies who voted with us 
in our final vote on the Alban ia question ?

Mr. De Palma. As you indicated, Por tuga l voted with us on the 
important question vote.

Mr. F raser. Bu t on the final vote?
Mr. D e P alma. I  would have to check that . I  would be glad to do it.
Mr. Fraser. If  you don’t have the list here, you could pu t it in the 

record.
Mr. De Palma. May I do tha t, please ?
Mr. F raser. Surely.
(The list  referred to fo llows:)

Votes of NATO Members on Albanian Resolution

No oth er NATO members voted with the  United  Sta tes  again st the  Albanian  
resolution. Two members, Greece and Luxembourg,  abst aine d. The res t voted in 
favor of thi s resolu tion. The  Fed era l Republic  of Germany is, of course, not a 
member  o f the  United  Nations.

Mr. F raser. Well, I think that covers the questions I had, Mr. Sec
retary . I think your statement has been very useful. I want to say 
for myself th at I think th at your s tated objective of reducing the U.S. 
assessed contribution and setting the target of achieving a 25-percent 
level is a wise one.

I, myself, would like to see the United States  remain a st rong sup
porter of the Un ited Nations, bu t I  do believe tha t fo r a lote of reasons 
that the 25-percent figure would make more sense. I am particularly 
impressed with the value of lessening the dependence of the U.N. on 
any one member, particula rly when we have shown in the recent votes 
a willingness to disreg ard certain trea ty obligations that stem from 
the U.N. Charter. I would hate to see the  U.N. jeopardized by the 
actions of any nat ion which might undertake f rom time to time to cut 
back on i ts contribution, so I  t hin k a lessening of the dependency of 
the U.N. on the United States is a wise move, and I  hope tha t you will 
be able to move forward toward tha t goal in the next few years.

Mr. Kazen. Mr. Chairman, might I ask the Secretary a question?
Mr. F raser. Yes.
Mr. Kazen. I am a litt le bit disturbed in connection with his last 

statement there hopefully tha t we will be able to get a reduction. I t has 
taken us 16 years since the 30 percent of  p rinciple thing was adopted 
and has only brought the percentage of our contributions down 1.81 
percent in 16 years. We stil l have not  achieved the 30 percent t ha t we 
set down. Now, what happens if the  Congress all of a sudden decides to 
limit  our contributions to  25 percent?

Mr. De P alma. Well, if t ha t happened, then we would fall into ar
rears until we had achieved th at  reduction throu gh the process of 
negotiation.

Mr. Kazen. But, you see, tha t is a tremendous percentage to shoot 
for, and if it has taken us 16 years for a benefit of only 1.81 percent, 
how many years will it take us to negotiate or work this thin g out 
throu gh the U.N. to  bring  down our contribution to 25 percent ?

Mr. De Palma. I am in no position to predic t how long it would 
take. Wha t I am saying is that we don’t intend to go at this in quite 
the same way. We are n ot going to be satisfied with simply establish-
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ing a 25-percent ceiling as a mat ter of principle and then waiting to see 
when we can get down to it. We intend to argue t ha t we want to get 
down to it as quickly as possible.

I can cite at least one case where we achieved some part ial success 
which I think  indicates tha t, in its present mood, the U.N. recognizes 
how we feel about these things and the process need not take so long. 
In the International Civil Aviation Organization, we argued that  we 
should be given the major benefit of accession to  the  organization by 
the Soviet Union. Af ter  a very strenuous negotiating session, we want 
through the 30-percent ceiling which ICAO had also adopted in 
principle and down to 28.75 percent. In other words, through just 
sheer argument and persuasion, we were able to convince the ICAO 
members tha t, ceiling or not, we should be brought down to 28.75 per
cent. We were not satisfied by tha t, we had wanted to get down fur
ther, but I cite tha t as an example tha t there is some recognition in 
the U.N. system of the mood in this country. I am not saying we can 
get to 25 percent in the next General Assembly, but we are definitely 
going to get the process started.

Mr. K azen. How many years do they allow us to be in a rrears after  
we are expelled?

Mr. D e P alma. We would not be expelled ; we would lose our vote.
Mr. Kazen. Well, before we lose our vote.
Mr. De Palma. When our arrears reach an amount equivalent to 

the contribut ions due for the previous 2 years.
Mr. Kazen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Secretary, do you know how much we would receive 

on the basis of current methods of establishing assessment contribu
tions of both Germanys ?

Mr. De Palma. The assessment rate  has been calculated for the 
Federal Republic of Germany at  6.8 percent.

The reason this was calculated is tha t the Federal Republic is a 
member of the Specialized Agencies. Some of them use the U.N. 
assessment scale and, therefore, the expert U.N. Committee on Con
tributions worked out thi s assessment.

Eas t Germany is not a member of any Specialized Agency so its 
assessment has not been officially worked out. It  also would be a t a 
significant level although not on the order of the Federal Republic.

Mr. F raser. It would pu t the aggregate over 8, perhaps 9 percent?
Mr. De Palma. My guess is between 8 and 9 percent. Close to  9 

percent,
Mr. Fraser. Well, thank  you, again, Mr. Secretary, for a very fine 

statement.
Mr. De P alma. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Our final witness is Mr. Stephen M. Schwebel, professor 

of international law at the School of Advanced In terna tiona l Studies, 
The Johns Hopkins Univers ity.

Mr. Schwebel, we appreciated your earlier appearance and appre
ciate having you here this morning. If  you notice, we are under a 
quorum call, but we will go ahead and proceed.
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN M. SCHWEBEL, PROFESSOR OF INTE R
NATIONAL LAW AT THE SCHOOL OF ADVANCED INTERNATIONAL
STUDIES, THE JOHNS HOPKINS UNIV ERSITY

M r. S chwebel. W ou ld  it  ma ke  sense to  p u t my  stat em en t in th e 
re co rd  an d en de av or  to  de al  w ith an y qu es tio ns  yo u may  ha ve , si r?

M r. F  raser. I f  yo u lik e, we sh al l pu t it  in  th e reco rd . Per hap s you 
co uld comment on  one  or  tw o po in ts  ju st  in fo rm al ly , an d th en  we 
wi ll go to  q uesti on s.

M r. S chwe bel. T han k you , Air. Cha irm an .
(T he stat em en t re fe rr ed  to  fo llo ws: )

Statement of Stephen M. Schwebel, P rofessor of I nternational Law at the 
School of Advanced International Studies of T he J ohns Hopkins University

I greatly app rec iate  the  privi lege of test ifying before this Subcommittee on 
proposals to limi t United Sta tes  financial cont ribu tions to the United Nations . 
May I note th at  I speak  for myself, as a citizen and heavi ly taxed taxpayer , 
and not for the  Univers ity or any other ins titu tion with  which I am affiliated.

H.R. 11386 would ena ct into law the provision that  “. . . the aggregate  amount 
of assessed and voluntary  cont ribu tions by the  United Sta tes to the United 
Nations and its  affiliated agencies for  any calendar year af te r 1971 sha ll not 
exceed an amount which bears the same rat io to the total budget  of the United 
Nat ions  and its affiliated agencies  as the total population  of the United States 
bear s to the tota l population  of all the member sta tes  of the  United Nat ions .”

I oppose this bill, on the  ground  th at  it contemplates a course of action  which 
would be illegal, ineq uitab le and  unworkable. Pe rm it me to deal  with  these  
perceptions in turn.

Insofar  as the bill deals with  assessed ra ther  tha n volu ntary contr ibutions, it 
rais es questions of intern ational law. Under int ern ational law, th at  is to say, 
by the  term s of tre ati es  to which  the United  Sta tes  has freely subscr ibed and 
by which it is bound, the  United Sta tes is obliged to pay the  contr ibutions which 
are  assessed upon it. The fac t th at  thi s Congress might  set a limi t such as that  
prescribe d in H.R. 11386 would not de tra ct from the  legal autho rity  of in ter
nat ional organiza tions of which the United  Sta tes  is a member to set a higher 
limit. If  the United Sta tes were  not to pay the  amount resu lting from that  
higher  level of assessm ent, it would viola te int ern ationa l law. As a citizen of the 
United Sta tes  concerned with  the  good fa ith  and good stan ding of my Govern
ment, I would object to the Congress fo rcing  the United States into  a position of 
an int ern ational law-breaker . Th at  would promote nei the r the interests of the 
United State s, which preemine ntly benefits from upholding the  law, nor the 
intere sts  of the intern ational organiz ations to whose purposes thi s Government 
is devoted.

Let  us tak e the United Nat ions  as the para mount  and typical illu stra tion . 
Article 17 of the United Natio ns Ch arter provides th at : “The expenses of the 
Organization shall  be borne by the  Members as apportioned by the General 
Assembly.” As apportioned, it should be noted, not by this Congress or by othe r 
nat ional legislatu res, but  by the  General Assembly. Arti cle 17 so provides and 
fu rth er  provides th at  the  expenses so appor tioned “shall ” be borne by the 
Members. The  wording is imp era tiv e; the obl igation is clear.

Nevertheless,  th at  obligat ion has  been the subject of litig ation before the 
Intern ational Cour t of  Jus tice , the principa l judicia l organ of the United Nations.  
In the  advisory proceed ings on Certain  Expenses of the United Nations,  the 
Wr itte n Stateme nt of the  United Sta tes  Government to the  Cour t sta ted  the 
following in respect of Article  17 of the  Charter :

Arti cle 17(2) provides: “The expenses  of the Organizat ion shal l be borne by 
the Members as apportioned by the General Assembly.” The language of the 
provision is ma ndato ry:  expenses “shall be borne”. (Emphasis added.) Accord-
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Members to pay their  assessed shares.

The history  of the dra ftin g of Artic le 17(2)  demonstrates th at  it was the design of the authors of the Organiz ation's cons titut ion th at  the  membership  be legally bound to pay appor tioned expenses. The draf t that  emerged from the Dumbarton Oaks Conference provided, in Chapter  V, Section B, parag rap h 5: “Tiie General Assembly should apportion the  expenses among the Members of 
the Organiza tion and should be empowered  to approve the budgets  of the Organiza tion.” Doc. No. I, G/I , 3 U.N. Conf. In t’l Org. Docs. 5 (1945).

It  will be noted  th at  the Dumbarton Oaks tex t did not explicitly  sta te  t ha t the expenses “shall be borne” by the membership . Committee I I / I  of Commission II  at  the San Francisco Conference corrected thi s deficiency by approving a  revised tex t of the  Dumbarton Oaks proposal which ultim ately  was embodied in Article 17(2) : “The expenses of the Organization  shal l be borne by the  Members as apportioned by the General  Assembly.” The summary report of the  15th meeting of that  Committee decla res : “In taking th is action, the Committee considered the view of the Advisory Committee of Ju rist s t ha t a  clear sta tem ent  of th e obligation of Members to meet the expenses of the  Organizat ion should  be found in the Ch arter. ” Doc. No. 1094, II /I /4 0,  8 U.N. Conf. In t’l Org. Docs. 487 (1945). When, dur ing the  deba te on the Committee  tex t, the  Chairman of the  Committee suggested th at  “allo cate d” would be a be tter term  tha n “borne”, hi s suggestion was rejec ted in express reliance on the opinion of the  Juris ts.  Doc. No. WD 427, CO/191, 17 U.N. Conf. In t’l Org. Docs. 198 (1945). See also Doc. No. WD 431, CO/195, id., at  236, and Doc. No. WD 268, CO/110, id., at  406. Article 17(2)  of the  Ch arter is the “clear  stat ement  of the obligat ion of Members to meet the expenses of the Organiza tion” called for  by the  Advisory Committee of Jur ists . I.C.J. Pleadings , Certain E xpenses o f the United Nations {Art icle 17, paragraph 2, of the Charter at  pages 193-194).
In oral argument  before the  Court, The Legal Adviser of the  Department of Sta te a dd ed :
. . . There is only one a rtic le in the Charter dealing  with  financ ial obligat ions of Members, Artic le 17, p aragraph 2. It  provides:  “The expenses of the Organization shall  be borne by the Members as  apportioned by the General Assembly.” It  vests  in the Organizat ion the  power, by resolu tion of the  General Assembly appo rtion ing and assessing expenses, to requ ire Member Sta tes to pay charges lawfully incurred. This  is the  meaning, and the  whole meaning, of Article 17. It  is the plain meaning of th e te x t; i t coincides with  the  in tention  of the fram ers of the Ch arter evidenced in the  prepar ato ry work; it is reinforced by the  unbroken prac tice  of  the Organization under the Charter . It  reflects , a s a  Committee of Ju ris ts  said in cons truing the paralle l arti cle  of the League of Nat ions Covenant , “the  gene ral principle, a  pr incip le appl icable to al l associa tions , th at  legallv incu rred  expenses of an Association must be borne by all its Members in  common”.( Contr ibution of the Sta te o f Salvador to the  Expenses of  the League, A. 128,1922 V, p. 193). Ibid., a t pages 413-414.
The C ourt  he ld :
By Article 17, par agr aph  I, the General Assembly is given the  power  not only to “consider” the budget of the  Organ ization, but  also to “approve” it. The decision to “appro ve” the budget has  a  close connection with  p ara gra ph  2 of Article 17, since the reunde r the General Assembly is also given the power  to apportion  the expenses among the Members and  the exercise of the power  o f apportionment crea tes the obligation, specifically sta ted  in Article  17, pa rag rap h 2, of each  Member to bear th at  pa rt  of the  expenses which is apportioned to it  by the General Assembly. Certain  expenses of  the United Nations (Ar ticle 17, paragraph 2 of the Char ter).  Advisory Opinion o f Ju ly 20, 1962:1.C.J. R epor ts 1962, page 161,.
A sim ilar  position obta ins in the Specialized Agencies of the  United Nations.
Now if the United Nat ions  and  the Specialized Agencies in fact  were to assess the United States on a scale of co ntrib utions not exceeding th at  con tained in H R 11386, a viola tion of intern ational law would, stri ctly speaking , be avoided But that  possibility appears  to be profoundly improbable. The United Sta tes  is now- assessed at  some thirty-one percent of the budget of the  United Nations. The scale of assessment prescribed by H.R. 11386 would result  in the United  States being assessed—if that  scale were to be accepted by other  nat ions—at  something between five and ten perc ent of the  budge t of the  United Nations, probably on the order of six percent. Such a reduction  in assessments upon the  United States
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is inconceivable. It  accordingly follows tha t permit ting this Government to pay only on such a scale would inevitably require i t to act unlawfully.
H.R. 11386 is as inequitable as it is prospectively illegal. The wealth of the 

United States is vastly dispropor tionate to its population. Its  capacity to pay is 
far greater  than the number of its people. I f the United States  were to be assessed 
simply on the basis of the re lative  enormity of its gross national product as com
pared with tha t of the aggregate of all other Members of the United Nations, 
it would pay more than thirty-one percent of the Organization’s budget. To sug
gest tha t it should pay far less is  to fly in the face of the facts about the world distribu tion of wealth and power. One might as reasonably suggest t hat  million
aires  and the impoverished should pay equal taxes. We count it  a mark of a 
progressive society tha t we have progressive taxat ion—or tha t we make some 
attempt, however deficient, to have progressive taxation. It would be regressive 
in the extreme if the United States were to maintain, still less to require, tha t it s 
relatively rich population be t axed at  the same rate  as the relatively and abso
lutely poor of this  world.

H.R. 11386 is not only illegal insofar as it would apply to assessed contributions, 
and inequitable insofar as it would apply both to assessed and voluntary con
tributions, but unworkable, and on both counts.

It  is unworkable for the reason tha t it will not be adopted by the organs of 
international organizations that levy and invite contributions. While there may 
be some room at  some point for reduction in contributions by the United States, 
especially should the two Germanies be admitted to the United Nations and its 
Agencies, it cannot be imagined tha t there will be so much room as to admit a 
reduction from thirty-one to five to ten percent. Should the United States impose 
such a draconian limit  on its contributions, whether assessed or voluntary, H.R. 
11386 will prove unworkable for a further reason : the organizations in question 
will largely cease working. If  the United States  were, fo r example, to pay less than  ten percent of the budget of the United Nations in 1972, the Organization— 
which already is in grave financial difficulty—could not survive, at any rate as 
an Organization approaching th at we have known.

For the foregoing reasons, it is submitted that this Subcommittee should not 
report favorably on H.R. 11386 or any other bill of like substance.

Mr. Schwebel. As a heavily taxed taxpayer, I oppose the bill on 
the grounds that it contemplates a course of  action which is illegal, 
inequitable, and unworkable. It  would be, if implemented, illegal in 
respect of assessed contributions only. Tha t is important enough. It 
would be illegal because, under the charter, as you know, the General 
Assembly of the United Nations  has the authority to assess members 
and they are legal ly bound to  pay those assessments.

As you will recall, tha t very question was litiga ted before the 
International Court of Justice . The United States took the lead in 
maintaining tha t the Un ited States  and all o ther members—the Soviet 
Union, France, et cetera—were bound to pay the assessments upon 
them levied by the General Assembly.

Speaking broadly, we won tha t case. The International Court of 
Justice rendered an advisory opinion which agreed with that  view. 
In fact, in view of the terms of the charte r, the Court hard ly could 
have, done otherwise.

Now, if the United States  were to adopt this bill and if it were 
to  decline to pay assessments larger than 6 percent, we would be 
violating internat ional law. We would be violating  the charte r or 
trea ty to which the United States is a party . That, of itself, would 
be denlorable. The effects on the TT.N. would be disast rous, as Secre
tary T)c Palma has pointed out. It. would be otherwise if the U.N. 
would acree  to assess us simply on this scale, but there is no practical 
possibility of that , as Secretary De Palma  has also pointed out. In 
this sense, then, since the prospect  of the U.N.’s so agreeing is tota lly 
improbable.
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The b ill contemplates a course of action which would be an illegal 
one. It  would also be inequitable for the reasons tha t have been sub
mitted to the committee. Clearly our capacity to pay is far  greater 
than tha t indicated by our population. And it would be unworkable 
because the United Nations cannot be expected to adopt  such a scale. 
It could not afford it even if it wished. If  we impose the scale un
lawfully , the United  Nations itself would, in substantial measure, 
cease to work. It  would, as Secretary De Palma has stated, be pushed 
over the financial brink on which it now teeters.

Now, it teeters on tha t brink  not because of American policy, 
which, I  think, in this regard, has been outstanding. Apart  from the 
very serious failure  to pay assessments of the ILO, we have paid our 
dues. We may be behind for a par ticu lar yea r because of the method of 
the operation of the Congress, but my unders tanding is that generally 
speaking we have paid our dues, i f a bit late, quite uniformly, with 
perhaps the exception of imposing a requirement on the U.N. to use 
certain currencies which are not easily convertible.

Our record, on the whole, is an excellent one. We should maintain 
tha t record as long as we keep membership in the U.N. and we should, 
in my submission, keep membership as long as the U.N. renders sub
stant ial service toward the achievement of its purposes and the  welfarp 
of the people of the United States. I think i t does tha t.

Tha t is not for a moment to say tha t the United  Nations does not 
have severe defects. I t reflects many disappointments, but we have no 
bette r international organiza tion at the moment. The only way to get 
one is to make the U.N. a be tter one, and certain ly by destroying its 
financial prospects, we shall not do that.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Schwebel, one of the reasons why these bills are 
being submitted, I think, is the disenchantment which followed the 
vote on the China question. It  would be helpfu l to me and perhaps 
to other Members, if you would give your own views as a specialist in 
internationa l law with respect to  the  merits of what took place in the 
U.N. on the China question and how you view the U.S. position.

Mr. Schwebel. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be happy  to 
do so.

In my view, the position of the U.S. Government on this issue was 
correct. I think it would have been in the interests of the United  
Nations and of the  people of China if the island of Taiwan had con
tinued to be represented one way or another; and the only plausible 
way of achieving tha t was, in effect, though we d idn’t so denominate 
it, to have a two-China policy—one China represented by the Gov
ernment in Peking, a second China represented by the Government 
of Taiwan.

One day, as Mr. Kissinger apparently  contemplated yesterday in his 
remarks, those two Governments might unite in a single government. 
Pu t until those two Governments freely so decide, I think the correct 
policy is to permit the people on Taiwan to maintain  their independ
ence, and retaining represen tation in the United Nations would have 
been an important contribution to the achievement of tha t aim.

So, fundamentally, I think our policy was correct, and I regret tha t 
the major ity of the General Assembly did not accept tha t political 
judgment.



But, in declining to accept the political judgment tha t was made in 
Washington, I do not thin k tha t the General Assembly’s major ity 
acted unlawfully . Perhaps it was inpolitic, but it was not illegal.

The Republic of China, stric tly speaking, was not expelled from 
the United  Nations. Rather, a decision was taken tha t the Govern
ment of the People’s Republic of China in Peking is the government 
representa tive of the State  of China, and tha t the Government on 
Taiwan  is not so representative.

Now, i f one looks at the simple facts of  which government controls 
the land area and the people and the resources of what all the world 
accepts as China, that is not an unreasonable conclusion. I t is, of course, 
true  that,  under the char ter, the expulsion of a state  member requires 
not only a vote of two-thirds but a prio r recommendation of the 
Security  Council, and neither was foreseen in this case, though, in 
fact, the motion disposing of Chinese representation was car ried by 
a two-thirds  majo rity. But  it was not a ma tter viewed by the m ajority 
as a question of expulsion of the state member but, as Secretary  De 
Palm a has said, of representation of a state already a member.

Now, in the 20 or so years tha t this issue has been debated in the 
U.N., it has always been viewed as a question of representation. The 
United States has always so trea ted it. The Government of the Repub
lic of China has always so trea ted it, and so have all other members. 
To reverse the  field a t this  juncture and treat it not as a question of 
representation but of, on the other hand, admission of Communist 
China and, on the other hand, of expulsion of Taiwan is to reverse the 
field not only late in the game but after  the game is over.

We did not argue in the General Assembly this autumn that the 
question was one of expulsion of a state, and we were right not to argue 
that . At any ra te, it would have been very difficult to argue in view of 
the history of the case. I f, in 1950, this had been argued, and argued 
all the years subsequently, i t would have been an easier case to make 
out. I won’t say there is no basis for the case, but it was not the ap
proach which was fundamenta lly followed.

Mr. F raser. Was not the position of the United States complicated 
by the fact tha t the Nationalist Government continued to assert the 
right to exercise authori ty over all of China ?

Mr. Schwebel. Absolutely. The Government of the Republic of 
China, my understanding is, did not treat the question as one of ex
pulsion of a state ; rather, it claimed th at it was and is the sole govern
ment of the Sta te of China and. as such, the only proper representative 
of the State of China. It  accepted the view that  the question was and 
remains one of Chinese representation, but its view is that  it is the 
correct representative and the sole correct representative.

Mr. F raser. Would not tha t make it difficult in deciding a represen
tation question—to end up upse tting the boat ?

Mr. Schwebel. Yes; it was one of the several crosses our policy was 
obliged to bear, and an even bigger one, Mr. Chairman, I think, was 
the perception of most U.N. members that  Peking would not, in fact, 
come in if Taiwan remained. This is what Peking had said day and 
night. I don’t know if any of us can know i f it is the fac t; perhaps 
Peking does not know it, but, at any rate, th is was the policy they had 
stoutly maintained.
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The majority seemed to believe that the policy the United States had 
proposed would not work for that reason and would require the United 
Nations to go through still more difficult contortions next year or in 
a subsequent year. The major ity seemed to feel tha t if Taiwan were 
accepted, in fact Peking would not take its seat next year or the year 
after, and that eventually, in the desire to have Pek ing in the General 
Assembly, the U.N. would exclude the delegation of Taiwan.

Mr. F raser. Tf the U.S. position had prevailed, how many votes 
would China have cast in the General Assembly?

Mr. Schwebel. Well, you put your finger on another complication, 
because, under the  charter, each member of the General Assemble has 
one vote; article IS squarely so provides. Therefore, the State  of China, 
the single State  of China, could not lawfully have had two votes: that 
is why T said, at the outset, that  our  policy, in effect, was a two-China 
policy, even if we didn’t call it tha t.

W e were operating  on the assumption, implicit perhaps but actual, 
that  there were two successor states to the single State of China, and 
each would have one vote in the General Assembly and in other organs 
of the organization in which they would sit.

Now, we didn’t foreclose the possibility that those two states might 
one day merge into one state again. There are U.N. precedents for a 
state being succeeded by two successor states, and for two states be
coming one state. The latte r precedent is illust rated by the merger be
tween Syria and Egypt to constitute the UAR, and then again the seat
ing of Syria  without going through  the admission process when it 
broke away from the UAR.

Mr. F raser. T don't recall this, but did the resolution that  was being 
advanced by the United States provide for separate votes for the two 
governments?

Mr. Schwebel. It  did not expressly do so, but my understanding of 
its intendment would be that each of the Chinese delegations would 
have had a separate vote, and each would have been treated in the U.N. 
by the U.N. as representing distinctive entities, though each doubtless 
would have maintained its claim that each represented the whole of 
China. I t would have been a confused and awkward situation, there is 
no doubt of it, and this is one of the difficulties our policy bore.

Mr. F raser. Mould not the fact have been at least some measure to 
have bypassed the regular procedure for the admission of an additional 
nation ?

Mr. Schwebel. Yes: it would have been.
Mr. Fraser. Does the General Assembly, for  example, have the au

thori ty on its own to admit another  nation ?
Mr. Schwebel. No. A state apply ing for admission to the U.N., as 

you right ly suggest by the terms of your question, must be recom
mended by the Security Council, a recommendation which is subject 
to the veto, and approved by the General Assembly. Nevertheless, one 
can fa irly make a distinction between the admission of a state never a 
member and the seating of a successor state that derives from the ter ri
tory of a state already a member.

Now, on this, the precedents are mixed, and they didn 't uniformly 
help our case. For example, when India  was partitioned into India 
and Pakistan in 1947, India  mainta ined the membership that India , as
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an original member of the United Nations, bad. Pakis tan applied for 
membership, and was not delighted to do th at ; it would have preferred 
to just be seated; but the Secretary-General took the position—and it 
was a position of some controversy—that Pakistan should apply for 
membership as a new state, and it did.

Now, that  precedent ran counter to our Chinese position. On the 
other hand, there were precedents that were more helpful, such as the 
Syrian one I stated a moment ago.

M r. F raser. Syria  had not been a member prior  to the merger?
Mr. Sciiwebel. Syria had been a member in i ts own right, so it was 

not a square  precedent; it was of some help, bu t i t was not as helpful 
as it might  have been. There was no doubt that , on the law’ of the 
matter, w e had an uphill  fight, and tha t is one of the reasons we lost, 
because the question had been argued over the years in terms of repre
sentation ; and neither  China wanted tw’o Chinas.

It  was legally and politically  a difficult case, and w’e failed to carry 
it not through any want of effort but, I think,  essentially not only 
because of these legal disabilities but because of the  perception on the 
par t of the majori ty tha t the U.S. formula would not do what they 
wanted to do, which was to get Peking in. Now, they may have been 
wrong on that, but w’e will never know’.

Mr. F raser. One of the results of the position taken by the United 
States, of course, was to assert to the domestic public the rightness of 
its position, the fact tha t there were substantial legal problems, and, 
as you put it, it was legally an uphill battle for the United States.

There was no way for the people of the United States really to 
understand that and we paid a fairly high price in terms of ongoing 
support fo r the United Nations. In your opinion, is the price worth the  
battle w’e have fought  ?

Mr. S ciiwebel. Well, I share with  you, sir, concern about the  public 
reaction, and I would not say tha t I am altogether happy  with the 
way in which the vote in the United  Nations was played, so to speak, 
by those having official responsibility. For  example there was some 
loose usage of the  term “expulsion” which fed the theory that, in fact,  
there had been an unlawful expulsion, which did not go through the 
Security Council.

But I  would not go so fa r as to say that we should never have made 
an effort to keep Taiwan in. I  think it was basically a sensible politi
cal judgment, sensible because it is a real loss to the possibilities of 
Taiwan’s maintaining its independence to have been excluded from 
the U.N.

Over the long pul l, in my view’, it is going to be much more difficult 
than otherwise. I think we will see few’er and fewer states maintain
ing diplomatic  re lations with Taiwan. We shall hear the Peking dele
gation in New’ York chanting day and night tha t there is only one 
China, that  the U.N. has recognized this, and t ha t Taiw’an exists inde
pendently only by reason of the intervention of U.S. milita ry and 
naval pow7er.

I think  this argument will have increasing appeal, even in the 
United States. But I do think  t ha t the 14 million people on Taiw an 
should be able to remain free o f Communist rule  i f they so wish.

So I  think  the fight was worth making, and I regret we lost it-
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Mr. F raser. Let me just pursue that.  Now th at the U nited  Nations 
has determined that there  is only one Government of China and tha t is the Peking Government, Taiwan is left, it seems to me, in a kind of a hiatus; from the Peking point  of view, this is part of China, but clearly Peking  does not control Taiwan.

It  would seem to me tha t what this may do is to force a new basis 
for the legitimacy of the Government on Ta iwan;  tha t is, their legiti 
macy before was founded on what  was increasingly a fiction, an increasingly transparent fiction in which the people of Taiwan were 
essentially denied representa tion in the government. Now, i t would seem to me that with this fiction having been, in effect, destroyed by the action of an international  body, th at there would have to be gen
erated on Taiwan a new basis fo r legitimacy, that, in tha t process the people of Taiwan may be brought into the political workings of the government. On those grounds and hopefully with the continuation 
of the mutual security agreement which offers the best prospects for an independent Taiwan—assuming tha t is what the people want—this 
process of legitimizing the Government of Taiwan might  be speeded 
up, whereas under a two-China solution, it might  have been deferred a considerable length of time.

This is all speculative I realize. I guess your view is that  the Ta i
wanese should have the right  to  decide thei r own future, in  effect, free of Peking.

Mr. Schwebel. Exactly.
Mr. F raser. That is my view, too, and tha t the outcome of the, TT.S. action may have facili tated that .
Mr. Schwebel. Well, sir, I am really not sure. I have my doubts tha t it will facilitate it, but we will se
Mr. Fraser. That is, the disappearance of representation from nations other than Taiwan, it seems t< me, was not dependent so much on U.N. action as the leverage that is being exerted by Peking against 

countries which sought to establish diplomatic relations with Peking. Therefore, the process of isolation, if it does continue on, won’t seem so much a result of the U.N. action as from Peking’s leverage.
Mr. Schwebel. That may well be. I  think  the  U.N. action, though, is a contribution to the trend away from rela tions with Taiwan, and I  

would not underestimate the impact tha t the views of Peking in  New York may have over the longer  pull.
Mr. Fraser. Well, I guess we are now speculating about the fu ture, and I  recognize the difficulty of pinning it down.
Well, I want to th ank you very much for a very helpful statement 

on this China question and your statement on the proposals to reduce the assessed and volunta ry contributions by the United  States . I  don’t have any questions on your  statement, because I  am largely in agree
ment with  it.

So again I want to thank you very much. You have been very helpful, and I hope we can get some of our colleagues to read the discus
sions we have provided on the China question, because it  seems to me tha t the reaction to the China vote was not justified, particularly in light  of the fact that none of ou r NATO allies ended up supporting us. For some reason, people don’t seem to give any weight to that.

Mr. Schwebel. Mr. Chairman, may I make one comment on the 
issue before us stimulated by the  argument which Congressman Sikes
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was good enough to make at the outset of the hearings  on the sub
ject. If  I recall correctly, he maintained that  adoption and imple
mentation of this bill would not be unlawful because of the fact tha t 
there is now a law on the books which instructs representatives of the 
United  States  not to vote for contributions in excess of a percentage 
of an assessment, and his view was that if they could not vote for 
more than 33 percent, or whatever that  provision is, equally, they 
could be required not to vote for more than 6 percent and that,  there
fore, there was nothing illegal about his proposal and tha t which his 
distinguished colleagues make.

May I respectful ly say tha t I disagree with tha t legal conclusion. 
Enactment of a law which instruc ts U.S. representatives or which 
invites the Executive to instruc t U. S. representatives not to vote 
for a measure does not impai r the authority of an interna tional  or
ganization to adopt a measure.

There seems to be a confusion between what American representa
tives vote for and what is binding on the Government of the United 
States. The United Nations, at this current session of the General 
Assembly and any other, can adopt a budget, the United States may 
vote agains t the budget, nevertheless it is adopted and binding.

My impression is, in fact, that la st year a t the General Assembly, the 
United  Sta tes did not vote in favor of the budget  because it had certain 
increases tha t the United States judged were unmerited. Neverthe
less, we have been bound to pay our assessments under tha t budget. 
If  American representatives never voted for an assessment of more 
than  6 percent and the assessments were 31 or 25 percent we would still 
be bound by law to pay the 31 or 25.

In sum, my argument is tha t tha t law now on the books and any 
other such law would simply be irrelevant  to the United States ’ legal 
obliga tion; it does not for a moment prove tha t enactment of this 
proposed law would lead to a legal situation. On the contrary, in fact, 
I think it must lead to an illegal situation in view of the  fact tha t it 
cannot be expected th at the U.N. or o ther internationa l organizations 
would assess us on a level proportionate to our population.

Mr. F raser. Well, I am glad to have th at point developed, because 
it does seem to me tha t there is a significant difference between 
the law and the wording of the proposed bill.

Thank you again very much.
Mr. Schwebel. Thank  you.
Mr. Fi jaser. The subcommittee stands adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 11:38 a.m. the subcommittee adjourned.)
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S tate m ent of H on . W. M. A bb it t, a R ep res en ta ti ve in  Con gr es s F rom t h e  
Sta te  of  Vir g in ia

Mr.  C ha irm an  and mem be rs  of  the subc om mitt ee , I appre ci at e th e op po rtun ity 
of  te st if y in g in  su pp or t of  II .R . 11518 of  which  I am  a co-sp onsor. T his  bil l wo uld  
pr ov id e fo r U ni ted S ta te s fina nc ia l co nt ri but io ns to  th e UN  an d re la te d  ag en cies  
to be ba sed on th e ra ti o  of  t h is  countr y’s p op ul at io n to th e p op ul at io n of al l me m
be r st at es .

Sin ce  th e ince pt ion of  th e U ni te d N at io ns  in  1945, th e U ni te d S ta te s has  bo rne 
th e  m aj or re sp on sibi li ty  fo r th e fina nc ia l su pport  of  th e  UN.  In  th e  be gin ning , 
we did th is  in  or der  to ge t th e org an iz at io n  st a rt ed  an d as  tim e wen t on, we 
as su m ed  more an d mo re  by wa y of  re sp on sibi li ty  fo r var io us as pe ct s of  the 
op er at io n.

W hi le  th is  pr oc ed ur e ma y ha ve  ha d some  m er it  in  th e be ginn ing wh en  th e or ga 
ni za tion  w as  ge tt in g on it s fe et , it  is to ta ll y  unre al is ti c to da y whe n th e UN mem
be rs hi p is mu ch la rg er . Tod ay  we are  fu rn is h in g  ap pr oxi m at el y 36% of  th e UN 
bu dg et  w he re as  unde r th e pr ov is ions  of  II .R . 11518 th is  wo uld  be lowered  to 
ap pr ox im at el y 6% .

Such ac tion  i s long  o ve rdue  no t only from  th e st an dpoin t of  r ed uc in g th e Uni ted 
S ta te s bu rd en  of  re sp on sibi li ty  but  al so  in  m ak in g th e o th er mem be rs  of  th e  UN 
mo re  re sp on sibl e fo r it s upkeep . We fa ce  th e si tu ati on  in  th e UN  to da y wh ich  is 
va st ly  di ff er en t from  th a t which  we lco me d UN  mem be rs  a t th e org an iz at io n  in  
1945. No t on ly is  th e m em be rshi p gre at ly  en la rg ed  bu t our ow n po si tion  w ith in  
th e UN has ch an ge d su bst an ti al ly . Many of  ou r people a re  gre atl y  conc erne d 
ab ou t th e fa c t th a t ou r inf lue nce w ith in  th e UN  has  su bst an ti a ll y  less en ed  whi le 
we  co nt in ue  to  pa y th e lion’s sh ar e of  it s su pp or t. In  ad dit io n  to  th is , th e fa c t is 
th a t man y nat io ns wh ich  a re  fina nc ia lly  ab le  to  as su m e th e ir  re sp on sibi li ty  are  
in  a rr e a rs  on  th e ir  du es  an d li tt le  or  no th in g is do ne  abo ut th is . I t  is  high  tim e 
th a t th e UN com e to  gr ip s w ith  th is  m att e r an d th e on ly way  th a t I kn ow  to  
br in g th is  abou t is to  mak e it  ab undan tly  cl ea r th a t th e  U ni te d S ta te s does no t 
in te nd  to  fo re ve r carr y  th e m ajo r po rt io n of  th e load , espe cial ly  in  view  of  th e 
a tt it u d e  o f o th er mem be rs  in re gar d to  t h e ir  obl igat ion.

I tr u s t th a t th e su bc om mitt ee  wi ll give  se riou s co ns id er at io n to th is  pr op os al  
an d th a t th e  Co ng ress  wi ll be giv en  th e  opp or tu ni ty  of  ex pr es sing  it se lf  on th is  
iss ue .

S ta te m ent of H on . T om  R ev il e, a R ep res en ta ti ve in  Con gr es s F rom  t h e  
Sta te  of  A la ba ma

Mr. Cha irm an , di st in gui sh ed  Mem be rs of  th e Su bc om m itt ee  on In te rn a ti ona l 
O rg an iz at io ns  a nd  M ovem ents,  I w an t to  th ank  y ou  f or givi ng  m e th is  o pp or tu nity 
to ex pr es s my  po si tio n on pe nd in g le gi sl at io n to  lim it  U ni ted S ta te s fin an cial  
co ntr ib utions to  th e U ni ted N at ions .

The  re ce nt  vo te  by th e G en er al  As sem bly  of  th e U ni te d N at io ns to  se at  Re d 
China  an d expe l Tai w an  ha s,  a t lon g la st , mad e th e le ad ers  of th is  nat io n  sto p 
an d ta ke a good, h ard  loo k a t th is  org an iz at io n an d th e va lu e of  our par ti ci ption  
in it.

W hi le  we hav e co nt in ue d to  po ur  mo ne y in to  th e U.N . fo r th e  la s t 25 ye ar s,  
m an y o th er mem be r nat io ns ha ve  re fu se d to  pa y th e ir  sh are  an d in  fa c t ha ve  
laug he d a t an d mo cked our  nai ve ge ne ro si ty .

I know  th a t I sp ea k fo r a m ajo ri ty  of  th e  peop le of  A laba m a whe n I say 
th e tim e has come  fo r th e  U ni te d S ta te s to  stop  pl ay in g S an ta  C laus  to th e 
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world, pay only its  fa ir share, and ins ist  th at  every othe r member  nation do 
likewise.

Over the  years the  United Sta tes  has been the backbone of the  United  Na
tions, con tributing about six times as  much as the Soviet Union or the  United 
Kingdom, the  two nex t highest con tribu tors .

We all  know this  money is desperately needed to meet some of our pres s
ing domest ic problems.

Mr. Chai rman, I am co-sponsor of H.R. 11518, a bill which would provide 
for U.S. financial cont ributions to the  United Nations and rela ted  agencies to 
be based on the  rat io of U.S, population to the  popula tion of a ll member nations.

It  is my understand ing that  if  th is legislation becomes law, it  would lower the 
United Sta tes ’ contribution  from is present  36 percent to 5.9 percent,  fo r a savings 
to the U.S, taxpa yers of more  than  $250,000,000.

I believe th at  if we decide to stay in the  U,N., we should immediately reduce 
our  financial assis tance  to thi s amount. If  thi s organization  is to constitu te a 
force for world peace, all nations  mu st con tribute the ir fa ir  share.

We m ust stop pouring  money into an  organization  which provides our enemies 
an open forum to denounce us.

Mr. Chai rman , I respe ctful ly urge  approval  of thi s legislation ,
Thank you.

Sta teme nt  of H on. H arold R. Collier, a R epr ese ntative  in  Congr ess F rom 
th e  Stat e of I ll inoi s

Mr. Chai rman , I grea tly app reci ate having this opportunity  to appear before 
the  Subcommittee on Int ern ati onal Organizations and Movements in behalf of 
H.R. 11480. This  bill, of which I am a cosponsor, was introduced on October 28th, 
soon af te r the  United  Nations organiza tion  had voted to expel the  legit imate 
government of China from membership.

On the  resolution to expel Fre e China from the organization  and  sea t Com
mun ist China in its  place, 76 votes were cas t in favor and  35 in opposition. 
There were 17 abs tentions and  thre e absences.

All but  three of the  nat ions th at  voted for  the  resolution  of expulsion have 
been passenge rs on the  foreign aid gravy tra in  which the  United States has 
been operating for  more tha n a qu ar ter of a centu ry. All bu t thr ee  of the  na tions  
that  abs tained  from voting  have  received foreign aid from the United States.

The 76 nations that  voted for  expulsion of our long-time ally  received a tota l 
of $61,205,800,000 in foreign aid  dur ing  the  fiscal years from 1946 through 1971. 
As we had  to borrow this huge sum before we could make it avai lable to for 
eign n ations, it becomes necessary to add in terest  tot aling $32,904,238,000, making the tru e total  $94,110,038,000.

The 14 foreig n aid recip ients  th at  abstained on the  vote received a tota l of 
$11,278,900,000 during the 26-year period, plus $6,063,538,000 for interest, or $17,- 342,438,000 al together.

Out of 131 members in the United Nations organ izatio n, 76 opposed us on this  
cruc ial vote and 17 others took the easy  way out by ab stain ing.  These 93 nations 
have received a tota l of $72,484,700,000 in foreign a id from the  United States since 
World  War II. With  int ere st tot ali ng  $38,967,776,000 adde d on, the grand 
tota l lavished on these ingrates comes to $111,452,476,000.

While a comparatively  small amount  of foreign aid can he justi fied, it is obvi
ous th at  neither the House of Representat ives  nor the  othe r body is going to 
keep the numerous foreign aid programs funded at the curre nt annual  level 
of over $13%-billion. This  tremendo us sum will be reduced thro ugh  the  cutting 
of author iza tions and app rop ria tions in a number of differen t bills. At the 
moment, however, we a re concerned with  bu t one phase, the contributions of the 
United Sta tes  to the United Nat ions organization and its  affiliated agencies.

Mr. Chai rman , the tota l popu lation of the  131 members presen tly represented 
in the organization is 3,366,768.000. The population of the  United States is 
204,766,000, or  6.08% of the tota l. Before the  expulsion of F ree  China  and the ad
mission of Red China and  five min i-sta tes, the popu lation of the  United States 
was a bout 7%% of the  to tal  populat ion of the  126 members.

In spite  of the  fac t th at  its  populat ion was only about one- thir teen th of the 
tota l, the  United Sta tes ’ assessment for  1969 was nearly one- third  of the  tota l



65

assessment.  Assessments for  th at  year tota led  $143,467,267, of which our share 
was $45,220,264, o r 31.5%. This was  fo ur times  as much as it ought to have been.

When we look at  some of the  aflilia tes we discover some even gre ate r dis
par ities. For example, the  United Sta tes  contributed  $12,000,000 to the United 
Nations International Chi ldren’s Emergency Fun d dur ing 1969, which was  
39.0% of th e $30,736,605 total.

Dur ing th e same year, the  United Sta tes  gave $71,000,000 to  th e United Natio ns 
Development Program,  35.8% of the  $198,574,980 total.

In 1968 the United Sta tes  gave $8,749,722 to  the Food and  Agricultura l Orga 
nizat ion, or 31.9% of the $27,420,000 total .

Also in  1968, thi s country  gave $18,075,620 to the World Health Organ izatio n, 
or 31.2% of th e $57,934,080 total.

Dur ing 1968 the  United Sta tes gave $9,011,940 to the United Nations Ed u
catio nal, Scientific, and Cu ltural  O rganization. This  was 29.9% of the  $30,100,000 
tota l.

The United Sta tes con tributed  $6,209,022 to the Int ern ati onal Labor Organiza
tion in 1968, or 25.0% of th e $24,S36,091 to tal.

Some members faile d to give to one or more of the prog rams th at  I have  men
tioned, while several nonmembers, for  example, West  Germany, South Korea, 
Liechtenstein , Monaco, Vat ican  City, and South  Vietnam, made contr ibutions.

The monumental absurdity of the  whole United  Nat ions fiscal setup can be 
eloquently dem onstrated by us ing Qa tar  as an example. This  n ation , for the most 
pa rt unknown to anyone  but  ph ila tel ist s and members of the oil industry, is 
abou t the  size of Massach uset ts and  has  a population  of 100,000. There are  150 
cities  in the  United Sta tes  with th at  many  people, yet  thi s tiny country, which 
joined the  United Nat ions  organiz ation ju st  in time to vote on the  Chinese ques
tion, can kill  the vote of the Uni ted State s. By collaborating  with  ano ther 
Johnny-come-lately member, Bahra in,  which contains 250 square miles and has 
207,000 population , Qa tar  can outvo te the  United Sta tes,  the  chief bankroller  
of the United Nations.

With a public  debt alread y exceeding $400,000,000,000 and  due to increase  
during the curre nt fiscal year , the  United Sta tes is not  in a position to contin ue 
providing such grotesquely dispropor tionate sums of the  United Nations orga
niza tion and its affiliates as it has  given in the  past . The American taxpay ers  
are  overburdened with  local, stat e, and  federa l taxes and  should  not be saddled 
with  add itional  financial burdens th at  have resulte d from  the  fai lur e of other 
countrie s to assume and pay th eir  fa ir  sha res.

By reducing the amount of our asses sed and voluntary  contr ibut ions  to approx
imately 6%, we will decre ase our expenditures for  the United Nations and its  
affiliates by between 75% and  85%. Once the  freelo aders and the dead beats begin 
gett ing bills for larger  amounts, they  will tak e a second look at  some of the 
programs and the  accompanying pricetags. A nat ion  th at  casu ally votes for  an 
expensive program for which  the  United Sta tes will assume between one-fourth 
and one-third of the financ ial responsib ility will wa it a long time before voting  
for such a program if its  own share of the cost outweighs the  benefits th at  it  
receives.

As a member of the  Committee on Ways and Means, I am painfully aware  
of the  serious financial cris is wi th which our nat ion  is confronted. Other com
mitte es auth orize expens ive programs th at  cost billions of doll ars of tax payers’ 
money, but  it  is the Commit tee on Ways and Means that  must write legislation 
that  will provide the  wherewithal  to pay  for  them.

If  the  people of the  United Sta tes,  actin g thro ugh  their  duly-chosen rep resent
atives on the local, sta te, and  nat ion al levels, wa nt to pay for  expensive govern
men tal programs, it is difficult, if not impossible, to prev ent the  establishme nt 
and fund ing of such programs . It  is a simple ma tter, however, to p revent foreig n 
coun tries  from placing heavy  and dispropor tionate financial burdens on the  ach 
ing backs of American taxpay ers . Simply pass  H.R. 11480 and our sha re of the  
cost will drop to about  6%.

Mr. Chai rman, thank you once again for  permittin g me to tes tify in behalf 
of this very necessary legis lation. I hope the  Committee on Fore ign Affai rs will 
report this measure or a sim ilar  one to the  House at  the earlie st possible op
por tunity,  so that  it and the other body can act on it  before the Congress adjourns 
for the year.
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Sta te m ent of H on . W il lia m  L. D ic k in s o n , a R ep res en ta ti ve in  Congress 
from th e  S ta te  of  Ala ba ma

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportuni ty to test ify in supp ort of legisla t i o n  to limit United States contributions to the United Nations.On October 7tli of this year, Oman, former ly known as the Sultanat e of Muscat and Oman, became the one-hundred thir ty-f irst  member of the United Nations. Its  popula tion is 750,000.
The average population  of the 131 member nations is approximate ly 20 million. Excluding the eight largest nat ions—India. Soviet Russia, United States , Pak istan, Indonesia, Japan,  Brazil,  and now, Communist China—the average  populat ion is somewhere in the neighborhood of nine million.I'm going to cite some interest ing sta tist ics  which rela te my home sta te of Alabama to the general make-up of the United Nations. In Alabama, af ter  redistri cting , the perfect  population will be 492.023 for each of our Sta te’s Congressional Distr icts. This means that  our average congressional dis trict will be larger in population than 11 countries in the U.N. Jefferson County is larg er in its population  than 15 countries . In fact, the Sta te of Alabama has more people than do 49 members of the United Nation s: Yet each nation, regardless of size, has the same vote. For instance :

Five newest members of the United Nations
Pop ulat ion

Oman (adm itted  Oct. 7, 1971)__________________________________  750,000Bah rain  (adm itted  Sept. 21, 1971)_____________________________  207, 000Bhutan (adm itted  Sept. 21, 1971)______________________________  S00, 000Qatar (adm itted  Sept. 21, 1971)_______________________________  100,000Fi ji (adm itted Oct. 13, 1970)__________________________________ 519,000
T o ta l-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 2,376.000

Alabam a’s population_________________________________________  3, 444,1655 newest members____________________________________________  2, 376, 000
Diffe ren ce--------------------------------------------------------------------  1, 068,165

Eight smallest members of the United Nations
Population

Q a ta r----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 100,000Maidive Island s______________________________________________ 104, 000Iceland  -------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 203, 000Bah rain  ___________________________________________________  207,000Barbados ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 260, 000Equa toria l Guinea___________________________________________  286. 000M al ta ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 318, 000Luxembourg ________________________________________________ 337,000
T o ta l--------------------------------------------------------------------------1 ,815.400

Alabama’s population_________________________________________ 3, 444,1658 sma llest members___________________________________________ 1, 815, 400
Dif ferenc e--------------------------------------------------------------------- 1, 628, 765

There  are two nations—Qatar , an Arab Sheikdom with  100,000 people—and the Maidive Islands, with a popula tion of 104,000. which have double the voting stren gth in the U.N. Genera l Assembly of the  United Sta tes of America. Both Qatar and the Maidive Islands  are considerably  smal ler tha n the population of the City of Montgomery, Alabama.
In March. I said in a weekly newspaper colum n: “If  we a re  to remain in the United  Nations, we should demand,  firs t and foremost, th at  all member nations be allocated votes in direct  rela tion  to populat ion and financial support . Secondly, only those members curre nt with  the ir dues should be allowed the privileges of the membership such as voting, par tic ipa ting in debate, etc. For  the United States , paying the bill s is v irtual ly our only ‘privilege’.”
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With thi s information  in hand , le t’s get down to the crux of the mora lly and 
financially  bankru pt ins tituti on  known as  the  United Nations .

To say th at  I was  “shocked,” “dismayed,” or "disgusted” at Fre e China’s 
expuls ion from the U.N. would be an understatem ent.  The res ult  of the  vote 
was  shameful.

On the  oth er hand , however, I can tru thf ull y say th at  my good frie nd and 
former colleague in the  House, Ambassador  George Bush, fought for  American 
princ iples  w’ith all of his energies. For  his, as well as the  other American rep
resent atives ’ actions , 1 have only one reaction—Prid e! They fought aga inst 
overwhelming odds, if  I  may,  again st a stack ed deck.

Before the  vote came, 1 wo ndere d: “How much of its  moral , legal, and  fiscal 
inte gri ty is the United Nations willing to sacrifice in order to adm it Communis t 
China to  membersh ip? Now we know. . . .

It  is not the  admission of Red China th at  b rought about the  shocker. The Com
mun ist gia nt with  its  800 million people—give or take 50 million—could not 
indef initely  be denied a voice in world affai rs. What bothers and  disg usts  me is 
the  way the  U.N, be trayed its  ideals and  broke its own rules to make the seat ing 
of Peking possible.

Thro ugho ut, Peking stubbornly refused to accept a sea t as long as the Taiw an 
governmen t of Chiang Kai -shek was a U.N. member claiming to represent  all of 
China. Chian g ins isted on h is cla im—so something had to  give.

Wh at gave were the  e thics  of the m ajority  of natio ns in the w’orld organization.  
Bowing to the  stubbornness and  potent ial power of Red China, and making no 
att em pt to achieve  a compromise, they gave the heave-ho to Chia ng’s Republic 
of China—a found ing member of the U.N. which had alwa ys served  the organization fa ith fu lly  and  well.

They reso rted  to this action by cynically overriding provis ions of the U.N. 
Ch art er in a manner which not too many  people apprec iate.

Did you know that  the  Gene ral Assembly, under the U.N. Charte r, can agree  
to adm it a member only on recommenda tion of the Security Council? And that  
thi s rule  was  bla tan tly  ignored because  Taiw an, then  a member of the Secur ity Council, un questionably would have ve toed the idea.

Did you know tha t, under the  U.N. Charter,  a member can be thrown out only 
if it  has “pers iste ntly vio lated” the Ch art er princ iples—and that  no such charges 
were even rai sed  aga ins t Natio nal ist China?

And did you know tha t, und er Artic le 18 of the  Cha rter , it is sta ted  categori 
cally that  any  expuls ion automatically  requ ires  a tw o-th irds  vote as an “imp orta nt 
question”—that  the United  Sta tes  therefo re should neve r have  had  to ba ttle  for such a vote?

I didn’t know and maybe you didn’t—but the  delegates did, and  they ignored 
the ir own laws  of operation  as an ins trume nt of presumed jus tice and  world 
harmony. They did it cruelly, uneth ically, illegally , and  with  dancing  in the aisles when th e U nited Sta tes  lost its  showdown vote.

We lost the “imp ortant  question ” resolution by only four votes. What hu rt 
was to find such nat ions as Britain. Canada, Denmark, Fin land, Fran ce, Ice
land, Irel and , Norway, and  Sweden denying the  Republic of China membership . 
Those countrie s mentioned voted again st us, as did most of the 42 member coun
tries in Africa, which is where most of the  emerging new nat ions are located. 
At leas t Aus tria , Belgium. Ita ly, the Netherlan ds, and Turk ey had the  decency 
to abs tain  on the  “impor tan t question ” resolution  before switching sides on the substan tive  resolution af te r the game had been lost.

It  is sickening to consider the fac t that  our loss was the res ult  of a double- cross f rom those  na tions which had  promised to help us  in our supp ort of Ta iwan. 
Nations we have saved in wars , have  protected and helped financially  in peace, 
openly showed the ir delight in helping to slap  us in the  face when they  double- crossed us on the  vote o r spineless ly abstained from voting.

Altogether, 54 of the countrie s which par ticipated in the voting are  recipien ts 
of U.S. handouts.  This  may give us fre sh insig ht into the  old tru ism  th at  Good 
Samarita ns are rewarded only in Heaven, th at  never a good deed goes unpun
ished, or as Shakespeare h as Polonius saying  in Ham le t: “Neither a  borrower, nor a lende r b e; fo r loan oft loses both itse lf and frie nd.”

It  seems th at  the  delegates who voted again st the  United Sta tes  resolution to 
make expuls ion an “im portant question ” took full leave of their  proprie ty and 
sense of fairness. This double standard , unfortu nately , perm eate s the organiza-
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tion. Fo r the  f irst  time in its  26-year his tory , the  United Nations voted to oust a 
nation, a nat ion which represe nts 14 million free  people. Certa inly , an extrem ely 
dangerous precedent has been set. A prec eden t which will, in my opinion, return  
to haunt the U.N. Lord Palm erston, who lived from 1784 to 1865, said it years 
ago : “England has no perm anen t friends . She has only perm anent intere sts .” 
His tory  has  a way of pre serving the t ru th .

The “im portant question” vote, as well as the  financia l inequitie s placed on 
the  United  States by the U.N,, is all too cha rac ter isti c of U.N. policy. Therefore,
I fel t it necessary to introduce legislation which will limit U.S. contr ibut ions  to 
the  U.N. The United States of Amer ica has been more than generous in supp ort of 
U.N. activities, even in the face of aff ron ts to American principles. The United 
States is contributing more tha n $321 million to this year’s act ivi ties—more than 
one-th ird of the  ent ire U.N. budget. If  they choose to pay at all, the  remaining 
130 member nation s make up the  balance .

Of the 59 United Nations members which voted to expel the Republic  of  China 
on the “imp ortant  question,” 51, yes, fifty-one,  have received U.S. foreign aid. 
They received $47,617,000,000. Th at’s forty-seven billion, six-hundred-seventeen 
million dolla rs.

It  is also inte rest ing to note that  the  U.N. is $233 million behind in dues col
lection and  othe r assessments from its members. The Soviet Union owes nearly 
$114.5 million, and the res t of the Communist bloc owes the  U.N. anothe r $31 mil
lion—meaning th at  the world Communist fro nt  owes nea rly $150 million to the 
organ ization which just voted to accep t ano the r huge Communist country. Is it 
rea list ic to have one nation—the  U.S.—paying a third  of the costs of a  body tha t 
supposedly represen ts all the  nations  of the  world, and allo ts each member equal 
voting  righ ts?

I believe thi s legislation  will hit  the  U.N. with a rea lity  it has  overlooked. 
America is not going to be a patsy for  thi s intern ationa l body of Communist 
propaganda. In other words, we are  giving notice to the  United Nat ions  that  
Uncle Sam is sick and tired  of being “Uncle Sugar.” If  such a bill become law, 
the  U.S. will, in the  future , pay only its  fa ir  sha re of dues, bear ing the same 
rat io to the  tota l budge t of the United Nat ions  and its  affiliated agencies  as the 
total population of th e United States bea rs to the tot al population of all  th e mem
ber s tates of the  United Nations . In effect, thi s would lower U.S. contribution from 
its  present 33 percent to an equitable 5.9 pe rcent or  a savings  to the  American t ax 
paye r of more tha n 250 million  dolla rs. There is no reason wrhy we should con- 
tine  to be intim idated by U.N. policy.

Afte r all, one of the most basic flaws in the  United Nations is its  pompous mis
nomer, toge ther  with the phoney concept t ha t it s name implies.

There is no real unity in th at  g lass-faced Tower of Babel on New York’s Ea st 
Rive r because the Communist members have  only on unde rlying aim —the ul timate 
domination of all free nations.

Communism is a kind of ruth less r elig ion in which compromise of any sor t is— 
at  most—only temporary. Since freedom means the  right to tak e vary ing views, 
non-Communist nation s a re automatic ally  incompatible.

So the re is indeed an enormous, bui lt-in  advanta ge here  for  the  forces which 
seek to des troy  democracy. I don’t know how, if ever, freedom and  communism 
can bridge the  chasm between them, bu t it  won’t be through the  U.N. in our 
lifetime.

I have never had  much, if any,  confidence in the United Nations. My reaction  
init ially—and I believe the  reac tion  of mos t Alabamians—w as : well, it  would 
be our gain  if the U.N. were to break away from the t ip of M anhat tan—slip into 
the Ea st River—and sink. I also thou ght,  perhaps facetiously,  th at  we ought to 
pull out, lock, stock, and barr el, just  pick up our checkbook and  go home.

This was my emotional reaction. A rat ion al reac tion tells me th at  the U.N., 
despite its  many shortcomings and abuses , stil l embodies an ideal of all man
kind—the  hope that  somehow all the  nat ions of the world  may yet be able to 
get toge ther  in peaceful  co-existence.

Righ t now, th e ideal of a United N ations is fa r from real izat ion,  notab ly in th e 
U.N. itself.  Yet, the glass-faced edifice on the  Ea st River is stil l the tangible 
symbol th at  the hope persist s—and it  must be supported  despite its  flaws for 
that  reason.

We cann ot pull out of the  U.N. To do so would be a  small-minded and vindic
tive as the recen t debacle at  the  U.N. We mus t continue to work for just ice and 
harmony, however bit ter  the  occasional fru its .
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All the  same, there is no reason why thi s country should  have to continue pay
ing its disp roportiona te sha re of the  financ ial tab. A realignment must come—it 
is cer tain ly long overdue.

What is overdue more than  any thing else is a change  in the notion th at  the 
U.N.—either now or in the  foreseeable future —can remotely become a true 
ent ity of nations.

It  ough t to he called something like the  World Forum, which is all it basica lly 
is, anyway, and strip ped  of all its  pretension  to autho rity and  puni tive powers.

Every viable  nat ion in the world,  from Taiwan  to Rhodesia, should auto
mat ically be ent itled to membership  and the right to ai r thei r gripes, troubles , 
and  opinions.

Get rid  of the idea th at  the U.N. has  any kind of police auth ority.
Get rid  of the struc tur e which makes  it an arena for power plays and double- 

crosses.
Let the U.N. face up to the  fact  that  its  most useful function  should he as 

an int ern ational steam  valve—and nothing else.
Wh at we would have then  would be a whole lot bet ter  tha n what we've got 

now.
Finally , the  nations—large and  small—th at  perpe tra ted  the melancholy affair 

will do well to ponder how the ir actions will al ter the att itu de  of the United 
States, to which many of them are  indebted for thei r mere existence.

For  more tha n a qu ar ter  of a century,  the United Sta tes  has  provided the 
strength, enligh tenment, and tre asure that  has  contained communistic imperia l
ism. By grea t sacrifice, including the blood of her  young manhood, the  United  
Sta tes has made it possible for  millions of people to choose the ir own way of 
life. No other nation in the  world  today can replace the United Sta tes ’ role, 
a fa ct which should b ring  sobr iety to many a capita l.

It  is time we realize what other nat ions have known for centu ries. We have 
no nat ional friends—only nat ional int ere sts—and thi s fact  should dic tate where, 
how much and with  whom we spend or give our money.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly  urge thi s committee to report  a bill to the House 
of Rep rese ntat ives  which will lim it our  con tribu tions to the  United Nations.

Statement op Hon. J ames A. Haley, a Representative in Congress From the 
State of Florida

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, with the same placating at ti 
tude which allowed Russia thr ee  votes ra ther  than  one as they  should have 
received at  the time of the  founding  of the United Nations, the United Sta tes 
has  continual ly condoned a formula for  the U.N.’s assessment of member nations  
on the  “abi lity to pay ” principle  which has  caused thi s nat ion  to be billed the 
lion’s sha re of the cost of an orga niza tion which has 131 individual member 
nations. This form ula for  assessment should  be changed , I believe, and re
placed  with  the  form ula based on population as proposed in H.R. 11480 which 
I h ave co-sponsored.

Not only is it unhealthy for  the  U.N. to be so dependent on contribu tions  of 
any one member nation, as it now is, but  also such relia nce on funds from the 
U.S. makes  a mockery of the  princ iple upon which the  U.N. was founded— 
th at  of the sovereign  equality  of all  nat ions.

When the  U.N. was ju st  get ting  estab lished , af te r World War II , there is no 
doub t th at  the  U.S. was in a be tte r position to pay a lar ge r sha re of the budget 
tha n some of the oth er nat ions of the world  which were then trying  to recu per
ate  from the enormous dra in the  wa r had imposed on th eir economies. But, today  
things have  changed . Nations which were vir tua lly  bankrup t at  the  end of 
the  wa r are  among the  most prosperous nations  of the  world  now, yet the  U.S. 
share  of cont ribu tions to the  U.N. has  been decreased over  the  years to only 
31.52 percent .

Personal ly, my opinion of the  U.N. has been very low over the years based  
on the lack of th at  organiza tion  to be able to keep peace in the world. Although 
I real ize some good has  been performed by cer tain agencies of the U.N. and 
chances are  more likely  tha n not  the U.S. will remain a member  of th at  world 
body, the re is no denying th at  the  U.N. has  not  fulfilled even limi ted expecta 
tions  of what its role should be in preserving the  peace in thi s world. Something 
needs to be done soon to help th at  body become effective if the United Sta tes  is
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going to remain a member. The bill H.R. 11480 and similar bills would contribute significantly to this effort and I respectfully urge you to report favorably on this legislation.

Sta te m ent of  H on . J o hn  E. H u n t , a R ep res en ta ti ve in  Cong re ss  F rom  th e  
Sta te  of  N ew  J er se y

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to present a statement for the record in support of H.R. 11480 and other bills whose purpose is to limit U.S. financial contributions to the United Nations. Specifically, H.R. 11480, of which 1 am a co-sponsor, would effect a reduction in U.S. contributions by a formula requiring tha t payments be made in the same proportion as the population of the U.S. bears to the total population of the member nations. Of course, the U.S. cannot impose This formula upon other member nations, but it is obvious th at the large majori ty of the other nations, especially those that  are in arrears,  would have to increase their contributions to a more equitable level. The gross inequity of U.N. financing to date is borne out by the fact tha t from the inception of the U.N. in 1946 through 1970. the U.S. share of the  to tal of $9.2 billion spent by the U.N. and related agencies has been $3.8 billion or 41 percent.It is evident to me and, I believe, to the large majority of Americans everywhere, that the United Nations has deterio rated to the point of being little more than a forum for our adversar ies to carry on a campaign of interna tional propaganda and a base from which these nations have been able to pursue  their intelligence activities from within our own borders, virtua lly immune from U.S. laws. On the lat ter point, I would note tha t less than two weeks ago, the head of the advance party for Peking’s U.N. delegation, Kao Liang, was identified as a leading Chinese intelligence agent.
Despite the heating the U.S. took as the leader of the effort to keep Nationalist China in the U.N. while conceding admission to Red China, the President, Administration officials, and leaders of Congress vowed to abide by the  decision of the U.N. majori ty while at the same time vigorously protesting the action. If these protests—based on the  grounds tha t the precedent-setting expulsion motion by a simple majority  vote could imperil the  future  stability of the U.N.—are to be something more than empty rhetoric for face-saving public consumption, and if the U.N. is to become a truly effective international forum for settling rathe r than perpetuating conflicts, then something will have to be done to instill in the member nations the seriousness of the task and the responsibilities each must bear to justify  confidence in its mission.
In my estimation, adoption of the legislation to limit U.S. financial contributions would serve two very useful and necessary purposes. First,  it would serve notice to member nations tha t the rather  casual atti tude of certain nations which are now going along for the “free ride” is inconsistent with the mission of the U.N. under its Charter.  Secondly, this contribution-limiting action would keep faith with the American people by demonstrating, for the first time, the serious intent of the Government to make the U.N. a more effective international peace-keeping organization. Without this action, which is perhaps the only leverage the U.S. has in this situation, the U.N. does not deserve the  confidence and support of the American people nor is the continued participation of the  U.S. justified. If it is felt tha t the U.N., as it presently exists, is the indispensable hope for world peace, one need only look around the world at the number of unresolved conflicts involving armed combat.
Mr. Chairman, the legislation before this subcommittee can serve as a transition to a more effective peace-keeping forum as was intended. Failure to make such a move will surely result  in a continuing decline of public confidence in the U.N. as well as  a loss of respect for the U.S. It can ce rtainlv not be said to be in our national interest to continue to exercise paternalistic forbearance in the face of coalitions of nations  manifesting allegiance to our ideological adversaries.
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Statement  of Hon. Robert Price, a Representative in  Congress From the 
State of Texas

Mr. Chai rman , and  gentlemen of the Subcommittee, I app rec iate  thi s oppor
tun ity to express my s tron g sup por t fo r the bill H.R. 11344, to l imit United  S tate s 
financia l con tribu tions to  the  Un ited Nations.

To sk ip the sup erla tive s a nd get str aigh t down to the  h ea rt of the problem, the 
simple fac t is  th at  the  U nited Nat ions  durin g it s twenty-live year  history has  been 
vir tua lly  powerless in its  a ssign ed role of m aintain ing  world peace. Yes, we have 
heard the  ringing  rh etoric  of pra ise  by t hose  who have lauded  the United N ations 
for  it s role as a world debating fo rum  and for its  lo fty commission  a s “mankind’s 
las t chance for  peace.” But when an organization is completely  deb ilita ted  and  
deprived of the  means to discharge i ts awesome responsibi lities , as was carefully  
and delibera tely  engineered by the Gre at Powers a t the  San Francis co Conference 
some twenty-five yea rs ago, the  exercises, machinations, and undu lations  th at  have 
since transpire d w ithin the  ha lls of the  UN are a s S hake spea re said, “ful l of sound 
and  fu ry, signifying nothing.”

We h ave  often  been chas tized  abo ut the necessity of living  up to our  “commit
ment” to  th e U nited  Nations , and  ye t over the yea rs thi s N ation , which h as footed  
over one- third  of the tota l UN budget  an d has been a “model prison er” in observ 
ing UN policies steeped  in hypocrisy and decisively injurious  to  our own nationa l 
best interests,  has  for  all  its  generosity bought  very lit tle  peace and few frie nds 
via the  Un ited Nations.

By con tras t, the U.S.S.R., which has  never let the  UN s tan d in the  way of its 
program of world revo lution and subvers ion, has  effec tively exerci sed its  Securi ty 
Council veto a t leas t 105 t imes since 1946 (by c ontras t, the  U.S. h as used the veto 
once in the  same per iod), has  with held  payment of its assessed dues to fu rth er  
cripple the  UN's ope rating capacity,  and  h as flatly ignored  UN policies which run  
counter  to  it s self- interests.

In ano ther instance, while  the United Sta tes fai thf ull y and  foolishly obeys the 
UN sanctions program against  th e t iny and innocuous n atio n of Rhodesia, placing  
us in the ridicu lous posit ion of boycotting the purcha se of stra tegic chromium 
ore from American-owned chromium mines the re and  ins tead forcing us to buy 
chrome from the anti-l ibe rta rian, dic tatorial, and  anti-American U.S.S.R., the  only 
other available  ma jor  world source, other pious UN members including the 
U.S.S.R., are reportedly carry ing  on a lucrati ve under-th e-tab le trade  with Rho
desia. Even the  black African nat ion  o f Zambia, which has  been most out-spoken 
in its  denuncia tion of the  “racist” Rhodesian  government, is car ryin g on a brisk 
tra de  with her s outhern ne ighbor.

Our Nation has ra ther  naively turned  to the  U.N. for  the  peaceful resolution  
of burning world issues,  knowing fully  well th at  organizat ion’s penchant for 
delving into the  insignificant and  ignoring the most pres sing  problems. In meas
uring o ur commitment to th e U.N., I must ask how much support have we received 
from the  world organiza tion  in our efforts  to ar re st  bare- faced  Communist ag
gression in Vietn am? It  is not the  United  Nations, but  “Uncle Sap” and a few 
tru stw ort hy  allies  who have done the  fighting, the  sacrificing , and the dying to 
prev ent ano ther  expansion of the  Iron  Curtain . Of course there are  many these  
days who even deny the re is a Communist thr ea t, but  then  they speak smugly 
from their position of securi ty behind the  Amer ican umbrella of protec tion.  
But as Pre sident  Nixon has  said,  if anyone  doubts the  existence of the “domino 
theo ry,” he should simply ta lk  with  one of the dominoes.

The t erm “commitment” is basica lly synonymous wi th the term “re spon sibil ity.” 
If  the  United Sta tes  has  a commitment or responsibility to the United  Nations, 
the  United Nations has  a commitment  or responsibil ity to protect and preserve  
world peace. Bu t I ask. where was the United Natio ns when Russian s tan ks  
rolled down the  streets of Bud apest and more recent ly, Pra gue ? Where was  the  
United Natio ns when China invaded  T ibet  a nd more rece ntly  the border  are as  of 
Ind ia?  Where was  the  United Nat ions when the  cri tical Arab-Is rael i War broke 
out  in 1967? And w hat  was  th e U.N. react ion to ter ro ris t a ttacks against  Rhodesia



being fomented and launched from neighboring Zambia? The reac tion  was about 
as logical as  could be expected—Rhodesia was branded “a th reat  to world 
peace,” and the  United Nations lined up behind the forces of violence who 
pledged th at  the Zambezi River “should run red with  the blood of the  white  
man.”

Of course, the list  goes on and on, but  I believe the point  is made. The United 
Natio ns has, as Vice President  Agnew recently pointed out, become litt le more 
tha n a soundboard for the left.

And while the U.N. has  been effectively  neutral ized  over the  years by the 
rec alc itra nt att itude  of the U.S.S.R., we must wonder  what chance the U.N. has 
to be effective now that  Red China has  been added to the membersh ip, including 
its seat on the vita l Secur ity Council? How can the  United Sta tes  maintain  fait h 
in the  United  Nations  af te r it has expelled the  Republic of China, a law-abiding 
chart er member, and adm itted in its  place a bru tal  renegade governmen t which 
has systematical ly liquidated over 17 million of its own people? Such an act by 
the U.N. membership can only indicate  th at  the United  Nations Cha rter , which 
limits membership to “peace-loving sta tes ,” has  become a complete mockery and 
that  the  U.N. has sunk into  u tte r m oral bankruptcy.

There are those who have argued , it is bet ter  to adm it Red China to the U.N. 
because it  is bet ter to talk tha n to tight—but have we forgotten  that  the  Ja pa 
nese diplomats were politely talking with us in W ashing ton, D.C. at  the very time 
they were pla nning the treacherous a tta ck  on Pe arl  Ha rbor?

Fur thermore, it has been said th at  as a member of the United Nations, Com
munist China would be more accountable to world opinion than  as an ou tcas t; 
but since when has  U.N. membership ever deterre d the  Russian s in the aggres
sive behav ior toward Easte rn Europe , the  Mideast, Africa, or even the  United 
Stat es? Red China has alre ady  shown its  complete disr ega rd for  world opinion 
when, following the action of Great Br ita in to extend diplomatic  recognition, it  
confiscated Bri tish  property  withou t compensat ion, demanded millions of dolla rs 
in blackmail for exit  visas for Br itish subjects , and threw many into ja il with
out trial.  And since Red China has acqu ired UN membersh ip withou t the  neces
sity of making any prior concessions, what incentive is ther e now for the 
Chinese to change the ir conduct? In  fact,  on November 16 we got our first  tas te  
of ti lings  to  come when Red China joined with  105 o ther UN members to critic ize 
the Congress  of the United States for  ending  our absu rd boycott  of American- 
mined chromium ore from Rhodesia. Wrapping themselves in the  robe of piety, 
the  Red Chinese, who a re  no more interested in world peace than  the proverbial 
man-in-the-moon joined  in cas tigating the  United Sta tes for  violating our  tre aty  
obligations. What bet ter case can there be for reducing the American commit
ment to an organ ization where  we pay 40% of the costs  and  have less tha n 1% 
of the  voting  power? Even the  U.S.S.R. has  thre e votes to our one, and in this 
lat est  example  of world hypocrisy, only two nations, South Africa and Portugal , 
defended the position of the  United  Sta tes on thi s issue affect ing our nat ional 
securi ty.

Mr. Chairman, I feel one add itional  point needs to be stressed  on behalf of 
reducing our financial commitment to the  United Nations.  I believe I speak  for 
99% of the American people in raising strong objection to giving any aid to the 
Communists, who have been directly responsible for the dea ths  of thousands of 
American servicemen in Korea  and Vietnam, and whose aggression around the 
world has  placed a heavy defense  burden upon our taxp ayers. And yet, Peking as 
a member of th e United Nations , now joins the  rank s w ith Cuba, Poland, Albania, 
and all of the other Communist dic tato rships  which are eligible for loans and 
gra nts  of the  U.N. specialized agencies, which as we know are  subsidized in 
large  p ar t by American taxpayers.

Mr. Chai rman , if the  United Nations serves any purpose to the  United States 
at  a ll, it  is  th at  of providing a forum  for discussing world issues. To believe that  
it can or will do any more than  t hat  is  a t best a naive  position a nd a misca lcula
tion which this  Nation  can no longer afford. The Amer ican people are  a gener
ous people, as evidenced by our unprecedented foreign aid  prog ram since World 
War  I I ; and they are  a dete rmined people, willing to sacrifice and meet the ir 
obliga tions to others. But the  American people are not  pa tie nt—they  like many 
of us in the Congress are tired  of all the  unkept pie-in-the-sky schemes and 
plans for “world peace,” and will no longer  tolera te playing the role of “soft
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touch” to the rest of the world. Let the Congress provide the necessary leader
ship to serve notice on the rest  of the world th at from here on the United S tates 
shall assume no more than its fair  share of the burden of keeping interna tional 
peace—for others the free ride is over.

Again, I express my appreciation  to the Subcommittee for the privilege of speaking on behalf of this very popular and important piece of legislation.

Statement of Hon. John R. Raeick, a Representative in Congress From the 
State of Louisiana

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, since the expulsion of the 
Republic of China and the admission to U.N. membership of the Communist 
Par ty in mainland China, correspondence has been heavy not only from the constituents but also from citizens in various part s of America urging tha t the 
Congress take action on the U.N. Some lette rs call for a deduction in our pay
ments to the United Nations ; a considerably larger number urge tha t we even 
get completely out of the United Nations and get the United Nations out of the 
United States.

In view of the grassroots Americans souring on the U.N. as offering any 
leadership for world peace, I appreciate and welcome this opportunity to offer 
a statement presenting a case for both limiting our contributions and for rescind
ing and revoking membership of the United States in the United Nations and 
the specialized agencies.

A CA SE  FOR L IM IT IN G  F IN A N C IA L  CONTRIB UTIO NS TO T H E  U N IT ED  N ATIO N S

Consider th at the United States is paying from one-third to 40% of the entire 
cost of the U.N. operations, yet we have one vote out of the 131 votes in the 
General Assembly and have never used our veto on the Security Council for 
fear i t might offend some Communist country.

In comparison, the Russians who have three votes; i.e., including Ukraine 
and Byelorussia, pay but 16.5% and of this they are $82 million in arrea rs. Of the smaller countries, 54 pay less th an 2% each of the U.N. budget and 67 other countries pay but 4/100 percent each. The following chart shows percentage contributions to the United Nations budget which U.N. member nations are 
expected to pa y:

Percentage contributions to the  U.N. budget
Percent

United States_________________________________________________  33. 0
U.S.S.R. (including Ukraine and Byelorussia_______________________  16.5
Fr an ce ______________________________________________________  6. 0United Kingdom_______________________________________________  5. 9
Ja pan_______________________________________________________  5. 4
Chi na _____________________________________________ _________  4. 0
It a ly ________________________________________________________  3. 5Canada ______________________________________________________ 3. 1
54 countries (each less th an )___________________________________  2.067 countries (each) ____________________________________________ .04

Source : Washington Daily News, Oct. 23, 1971.
No informed person would ever consider the United Nations as being an ex

ample of equal rights when over one-half of the voting countries of the U.N. 
don’t even contain as many people as we have in the U.S. with our one vote and direct  payment of one-third of the operations.

The manifest illegality in the U.N. is obvious to any observer. It  is wantonly 
misapportioned and could not pass the “one man, one vote” legal formula under which the Members of this House must comply.

The population of the United States  is over 200 million, yet 70 member states, 
or well over one-half of the 127 votes in the U.N., do not have the total popula
tion of the United States of America, which has one vote and pays most of the 
bills. How undemocratic and ill-informed can our leaders be?



The President ’s home Sta te of Cali fornia is more populous tha n 99 voting 
members of the U.N. Yet Cal iforn ians  are  not represen ted by population  for their  State.

The Dis tric t of Columbia, with a 1970 census count of 704,000 people, is larger 
in popula tion tha n each of 14 voting members in the U.N. and the Distr ict  of 
Columbia citizens talk  about being a colony within our country th at  we of the 
United States are  but  a colony of th e U.N.

In 1970, the  census counted 668,700 American Indians, of which 468,700 live 
on reservations. Twelve voting members of the U.N. do not represen t the  popu
lation of American Ind ians who have no vote.

In the United States, there are  estimated to be 20 million Negroes, who are 
cons tantly being told about the power of voting, yet have  never  been told that  
of the  41 votes the African Cont inent  controls in the U.N. only four of the 41 
represen t people surp assing the American Negro pop ulat ion; that  is, Ethiopia , 
Nigeria , South Africa , and United Arab Republic. Yet the American Negro 
has  no U.N. vote except the  U.S. vote for 205 million Americans.

The Jewish population in the United  Sta tes exceeds 5.800,000 while the  popu
lation  of Israe l is but 2.900.000. Yet Israel  gets a vote, while America, who pays 
most of the bills, gets but one vote for 205 million people.

United  Nations advocates who call for the  “one-man, one-vote” princ iple to 
be applied in Southern Rhodes ia, are  silent with regard to the abuse  of this  
same principle  in the  United Nations .

For  example, of the member nations of the U.N.. only India and the U.S.S.R. 
exceed the United States in popula tion. Yet the  United States has  one vote, 
as do all the  other nations, while Soviet Russia has  three votes. The United  
States , which has approximately  2,000 times more people tha n Maidive Islands,  
has a vote in the  General Assembly th at  can be canceled  by the vote of the 
Maidive Islands.

The undem ocratic voting appo rtionment in the United  Nations is mani fested 
by the following com par isons:

Asia, with abou t 10 times  the population of the United  States, has  2.6 to 1.
Africa, whose tota l population  is about twice th at  of the  United  State s, has 

41 votes to our one vote—a voting  advantage of approximately  20 to 1.
Europe, with  a population  abou t 2.5 times th at  of thi s country, has  21 U.N. 

votes, or  a voting ad van tage of about 8 to 1.
South America, with a population  approximately  10 percent less tha n that  

of the United State s, has 13 votes to our one for  a voting advanta ge of about 
15 to 1.

It  is incredible that  this gre at Nation, whose tax payers foot a larger  sha re of 
the U.N. bill t han  any other country, allows its people to  be d iscriminated  against 
in such an  u nfair  and undemocratic  manner.

Here  is a chart  showing sta tis tic s on the cont inents and the United States,  
populat ion in thousands to the  nea res t thousand, and numbers of U.N. votes

Continents and United States

Af rica_______
Asia_................
Europe______
North America. 
South America 
United States

Population
Number of 
U.N. votes

335, 916 41
1,946,812 26

454, 886 21
309,284 12
180,057 13
205,000 1

Here is ano ther chart  list ing  the  member sta tes  of the  U.N. and popula tion in 
thousands to the nea res t tho usa nd:

Members of United Nations General A ssem bly 
[P opula tion  in  th ou sa nd s]

Afghanistan ______________  17,000
Alban ia___________________  2,200
Algeria ___________________  14,000
Argen tin a_________________  24, 300
Aus tral ia _________________  12,500

A u st ri a___________________  7, 400
Barbados _________________  300
Belgium __________________  9, 700
Bolivia ___________________  4. 600
Bot sw an a_________________  629



Members of United Nations 
[P opu la ti on

Brazi l ------------------------------- 93,305
B ul ga ri a__________________  8, 500
Burma ___________________  27,700
Burundi ---------------------------- 3, 600
Byelorussia (S SR )__________  9,670
Camb od ia_________________  7,100
Ca me roon_________________  5, 800
C anada___________________  21, 400
Central  Africa (re publi c)____  1,500
Ce ylo n------------------------------- 12, 600
Chad --------------------------------  3, 700
C h il e --------------------------------  9,800
China ------------------------------- 14,320
Colombia --------------------------  21,116
Congo (B ra zz av il le )________  900
Congo (K in sh as a) __________ 16,400
Costa R ic a________________  1, 800
Cuba -------------------------------- 8, 400
Cyprus  -----------------------------  600
Czech oslovaki a____________  14,700
Dahomey --------------------------  2, 700
Denmark _________________  4, 900
Dominican Republic_________ 4’ 300
Ecuador  __________________  6,100
El Salvador________________  3, 400
Equ atorial  Guinea__________  300
E th io p ia ---------------------------- 25,000
F ij i----------------------------------- 527
Fin land ---------------------------- 4,709
France  -----------------------------  51, 109
G ab on------------------------------- 500
Gam bi a___________________  400
G hana------------------------------  9, 000
Greec e------------------------------  8, 900
G ua te m al a________________  5,100
Guinea -----------------------------  3̂  900
G uy an a___________________  721
H a i t i -------------------------------- 5. 200
H on du ra s_________________  2, 700
H un ga ry ---------------------------- 10,' 300
Ic e la n d ___________________  200
In d ia -------------------------------- 554, 600
In do ne sia__________________ 121, 200
I r a n ---------------------------------  24,400
I r a q ---------------------------------  9, 700
Ire la n d -----------------------------  3, 000
Israel  ____________________  2,900
Ita ly -------------------------------- 53, 700
Ivory Coast________________  4. 300
Jam aica __________________  2, 000
Japan ------------------------------  103. 500
Jor dan ___________________  2,300
K enya------------------------------- 10,900
K u w ait -----------------------------  700
L aos---------------------------------  3. 000
Leb an on __________________  2. 800
Le so tho-----------------------------  1, 000
L ib e ri a___________________  1, 200
Libya ------------------------------- l ' 900
Sou rc e:  W or ld  Alm an ac  1971

Citizens of member nat ions of the  U 
2 to over 2,000 times grea ter  tha n tha  
crit ica l fo r an organiza tion  that  preach*

Gem ml Assembly—continued 
in th ousa nds]

Luxembourg ______________  400
-Madagasca r_______________  6, 900
M al aw i___________________  4, 400
Malaysia _________________  10.800
Maidive Islands____________  107
M al i---------------------------------  5.100
Malta ____________________  300
Ma urit ania _______________  1,200
M au ri tius _________________  900
Mexico ___________________  50, 700
Mongolia _________________  1, 300
Morocco __________________  15. 700
Nepal ____________________  11.200
Nethe rla nd s_______________  13. 000
New Ze alan d______________  2. 763
Nicarag ua ________________  2. 000
N ig er _____________________  3. .800
N ig er ia ___________________  55. loo
Norway __________________  3,900
Pak is ta n__________________  136, 900
Panama  ---------------------------- 1, 500
Para guay _________________  2, 400
Peru _____________________  13,600
Philippines  _______________  38,100
Poland ___________________  33,000
Por tu ga l__________________  9, 600
Rumania _________________  20,300
R w anda__________________  3. 600
Saudi  Arabi a______________  7, 700
Se nega l___________________  3, 900
Sier ra Leone______________  2, 600
Singapore ________________  2,100
Somalia __________________  2, 800
South Afr ica______________  20,100
Southern Yemen___________  1. 300
Spain ____________________  33.200
S udan------------------------------- 15, 800
Swazi land ________________  420
Sw eden___________________  8, 000
S y ri a_____________________  6, 200
Tha iland _________________  36,200
Togo --------------------------------  1, 900
Trinidad and Tobago________  1.100
T unis ia -----------------------------  5,100
T u r k e y _______________________  35,0 00
Uganda __________________  8,600
Ukrain ian SSR____________  43, 515
U S S R ____________________  188,563
United Arab Republic_______  33, 900
United Kingdom___________  56, 000
Tanzania ________________  13, 200
United Sta tes _____________  204, 600
Upper Volta_______________  5, 400
Uruguay _________________  2,900
Venezuela ________________  10,800
Yemen ___________________  5,700
Yugoslavia _______________  20,600
Zam bi a___________________  4, 300

.N. except one have votin g power from 
t of U.S. citizens.  This  is ra ther  hypo- 
?s one-man one-vote in Rhodes ia.
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The members of the United Nations, thei r populations, and the voting power 
of each citizen in relation to tha t of each U.S. citizen is shown in the following 
ch ar t:
MEMBERS OF THE UN ITED  NA TIONS , TH EIR PO PU LA TION S, AND THE VO TING  POWER OF EACH CIT IZ EN IN RELA

TIO N TO TH AT OF EACH U.S.  CITIZE N 

|l n  thou sa nd s]

Me mb er Po pu latio n Vote Mem ber Popu lat ion Vote

Maidive  Is la nd .......................
Ic el an d.....................................
M alta ........................................
Gamb ia......... ............................
Lu xe mbo ur g......................... -
Gabon .......................................
Kuw ait ...................................
Cyp ru s__________________
Mau rit an ia .............................-
Congo (B ri ti s h )....... .............-
Trin idad  and To bago---------
M ongolia .................................
Panama ___________ ____
Ce ntra l Afr ica n R e pub lic .. .
Costa Rica...............................
L ib ya________ _________ - -
Nic arag ua ....................... ........
To go . ------------ ------------- - -
Jama ica ....................................
A lban ia .....................................
S in ga po re .. ................... .
Jo rd an .....................................
Par ag ua y. ----------- --------------
Lebano n. ......... ........ .............
Sier ra  Leo ne...........................
Hon du ra s________________
Da home y____________ ____
S o m a li a .. .......................
L ib eria____________ ______
Is ra e l. . ..................................-
B uru ndi........................... ........
New Ze alan d_____________
Uru gu ay . _______________
El Sal va dor ..................... ........
Ir e la nd .....................................
La os .................................... ..
Rw anda................................
N ig er.........................................
Se ne ga l........ ..................... ..
G u in e a . . . ...............................
Do minican Re publ ic-------
Zam bia ............................... ..
B o liv ia ......................................
Norway __________________
Ivor y Co as t__________ ____
Mala wi___________________
Chad
Gua temala_______________
M ali.  ........................................
H a it i-------- -------- ------------------
Tunis ia ......................................
Finlan d______  _______ _
D e n m a rk .. ......................  . .
Ecuador_______  _____
Up pe r Vo lta _____________ _
Yem en ......................................
Came roo n__________ _____
Sy rian Arab  Repu blic ..........
C a m b od ia .. ............................

94 2, 0 08 .0
190 1, 03 0.0
324 600.0
324 600.0
329 595.0
454 43 2.0
468 42 0.0
587 33 4.0
780 252.0
900 218.0
947 207.0

1,01 9 193.0
1,21 0 162 .0
1,3 20 148 .0
1,3 91 141 .0
1,55 9 126 .0
1,59 7 123 .0
1,6 03 122.0
1,72 8 114.0
1,81 4 108 .0
1,82 0 103.0
1,86 0 105.0
1,9 49 100 .0
2,152 91 .0
2,183 90 .0
2,200 89 .0
2. 244 87 .0
2,250 87 .0
2,500 78 .0
2,523 78 .0
2,60 0 75 .0
2,62 7 75 .0
2,68 2 74 .0
2, 824 69 .0
2,84 9 69 .0
3,00 0 65 .0
3,000 65 .0
3,193 61. 0
3,400 58 .0
3,42 0 58 .6
3,452 57 .0
3,600 56 .0
3,653 55 .0
3, 704 54 .0
3, 750 54 .0
3,753 52 .0
4,0 00 49 .0
4,284 46 .0
4,39 4 45 .0
4,5 51 43 .0
4, 565 41 .0
4,603 42 .0
4,773 41 .0
4,87 7 40 .0
5,00 0 39 .0
5,00 0 39 .0
5,10 3 38 .0
5, 399 36 .0
5, 740 34 .0

Ma dagascar_____ ________
Ir a q .......................................
Aus tr ia  ...................... ............
Ugan da. ....................................
C u b a .. . ...................................
Ghana. ...................... .............
Swe de n........ ............................
Saudi A ra b i______________
Bul ga ria _____________  . . .
B y e lo ru s s ia .. .......... ............
Greece.......................................
C h i le . ......................................
Venezuela__________ _____
Kenya___________________
Por tu gal ----------- ---------------
Malays ia ..................................
Nep al ........... .............................
Belg iu m _____ ______ _____
Tanzan ia U.R------------------- -
Hu ng ar y....... ........ ...............- -
Cey lon_________ _________
A ustra lia ..............................
Per u_____________________
A lg eria__________________
Net he rla nd s-----------------------
Formosa_________________
Mo rocco_________________
Sud an ........... ............................
Afgha nistan _____
Cz echoslo vakia .......................
Congo (L .) ._ ------- --------------
C o lo m b ia .. . ...........................
South  A fr ic a ............................
Roma nia ______  . . _______
Yu go sla via_______________
Canad a................ .....................
A rg en tin a............................... -
Eth iopia........................... ........
Ir an .....................................- - -
Bur ma.............................. ........
Un ited Arab Rep ub lic ..........
Tha iland ..................... .............
T urk ey................................. ..
Polan d.................... . . .............
P h ili ppin es..............................
Spa in ................................ ........
Me xic o___  _____________
Ukraine , U.S.S.R. .
Fran ce ......................................
It a ly __________  ___  ___
Great B ri ta in ____  _______
N ig e r ia .. ..................................
B ra zil........................................
Ja pa n........................................
Pa kistan ...................................
Un ited S ta tes____  ______
U .S .S .R .. ..................................
In d ia ..........................................

6,2 62 31 .0
7,0 04 24 .0
7,19 5 27. 0
7,27 0 27. 0
7,336 27. 0
7, 500 26 .0
7,6 61 25 .0
8,00 0 25. 0
8,14 4 24.0
8,45 4 23. 0
8,48 0 23. 0
8,49 2 23 .0
8,77 2 22. 0
9,10 4 22. 0
9,10 7 22. 0
9,1 37 22.0
9, 388 21. 0
9,42 8 21.0

10,046 20.0
10,12 0 20. 0
10, 965 18 .0
11,185 17 .0
11,357 17 .0
11,500 17 .0
12,124 16 .0
12,29 3 16 .0
12,959 15 .0
13,18 0 15 .0
13,800 14 .0
14.058 14 .0
15,300 13 .0
15,434 13 .0
17,474 11 .0
18. 927 10 .0
19,27 9 10 .0
19,571 10 .0
22,04 5 9 .0
22 ,200 9 .0
22 ,860 9 .0
24, 229 8 .0
28 ,900 7 .0
29, 700 7 .0
31 ,118 6 .0
31,161 6 .0
31 ,270 6 .0
31 ,339 6 .0
39, 643 5 .0
44 ,636 4 .0
48 ,492 4 .0
52, 639 4 .0
54, 006 4 .0
56,40 0 3 .0
78, 809 2 .0
97, 350 2 .0

100, 762 2 .0
194, 539 1 .0
229,1 00 .9
471,6 27 .4

U.N . BUILD ING S— KOREAN WAR— VIETNA M

And these U.S. contributions to the U.N. do not include our usual out-of
proportion lives and equipment (30,000 killed and billions of dollars) tha t went 
into the U.N. war in Korea to hold condemned aggression by the new face of 
the China representative and the Chinese Communist Pa rty in the U.N. Nor do 
the U.S. contributions include the U.S. outlay in South Vietnam which is also 
another U.N.-controlled war where the majority of the casualties and costs ar e



at the suffering of the American people. Nor do the U.S. contributions include 
the U.S. $65 million interes t-free loan to build the U.N. headquar ters, the 
$6,200,000 Ford Foundation gran t to build the Dag Hammarskjold  library, the 
$8 million John D. Rockefeller contribution for the land and the $26,500,000 
contribution by the City of New York for adopting the site.

From the preceding discussion and statistics , it is obvious tha t the present 
method of assessing the amount of contributions by member nations is discrim
inatory  and unfai r to the citizens of the U.S. What is the present method or 
formula of arriving at the “assessment” if it is not by population or voting 
right? Apparently, there is no formula. Some individual or group at the United 
Nations arbi trar ily decides what member nations must pay. Fairness demands 
tha t the contribution of the United States should be greatly reduced so that  
our contribution bears to the tota l U.N. budget the same ratio tha t our popula
tion bears to the total population of member nations as the United Nations.

A CASE FOR TOTAL U.S. WITHDR AW AL FROM TH E U.N .

Our people a re being mentally conditioned by the world’s linest opinion mold
ing machinery—told time and time again—that  the United Nations was formed 
and is necessary to promote peace and fundamental human rights. Yet in the 
past 32 years, the people of 32 countries on the average of one per year have 
been enslaved under communist imperialism. Millions have reportedly been 
denied basic human rights, subjected to cruel treatment  and been murdered by 
the despotic rulers of Russia and Red China. Yet the U.N. as an instrument 
of peace has done nothing about these human rights violations nor has one 
Red Colony been granted  self determination or independence from communist 
domination by the United Nations.

If the U.N. or anybody else can tell us what to do, and make the order stick, 
then the U.N. and not the American people nor Congress nor the President is 
running our country. We’ve either been conquered and have lost our inde
pendence, or we have been tricked and are in the process of losing it all in the 
guise of peace. If we do not wake up and break free before a whole series of 
"mandatory provisions” get us tied hand and foot we are finished as a nation !

An increasing number of Americans are demanding an end to the Viet Nam 
War, by complete withdrawal and permitting these allies to lose their freedom 
and dignity to Communism. The policy of the Nixon Administration is not to 
win—Mr. Nixon’s internat ional  policies are the UN policies.

In 1969, Averill Harriman is reported to have stated publicly :
“Winning the war is not our objective, and the American press and people 

should understand and not talk about winning the war.”
Our President’s rhetoric is UNism. he talks  about winning the peace. The UN 

talks  of peace in New York City, the UN talks peace at Panmunjon and we 
carry on in Pari s but more American soldiers die in Viet Nam. For what? If 
winning the war is not our objective, then what are we in Vietnam for? Answers 
to the questions are to be found in the United Nations.

If the purpose of the U.N. is to put an end to aggression, why isn’t it  actively 
involved in trying to bring the war to an end? The U.N. did nothing about the 
Russian invasion of Hungary. The U.N. did nothing about the recent Russian 
invasion of Czechoslovakia. Yet, when the anti-communist forces of Moise 
Tsombe were opposing the communist forces in Katanga, the U.N. sent forces 
to oppose the anti-communists. U.N. forces bombed hospitals and innocent civil
ians, raped and pillaged—and UNICEF consented to allow $10 million of its 
funds to be used to support the effort ! This was to advance world peace or com
munism. With regard to Southern Rhodesia, the U.N. passed a resolution tha t 
member nations inst itute  an economic boycott and embargo—acts of limited 
warfare—of tha t friendly, anti-communist nation. President Johnson on Jan u
ary 7, 1969 sent to Congress a let ter and his Executive Order No. 11419. He 
stated in this lette r tha t his Executive Order prohibits virtua lly all financial 
transactions  (and also trade) between the U.S. and Southern Rhodesia. Why 
did he do such a thing? In the same lette r to Congress, the President wrote 
tha t he did it because of the mandatory provisions of the U.N. Security Coun
cil Resolution No. 253.

Twenty-six years ago, Communists Molotov, Hiss, and Pasvolsky so wrote 
the United Nations Charter that, member nations engaged in a war should not 
fight entirely on thei r own but under the guidelines set by the United Nations.
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Our Constitution vests in Congress the power to declare war. Yet, we are in a war without a declaration by Congress. Why? President Johnson stated on January 10 ,1967:
“We are  in Vietnam because the United States and our allies are committed by the  SEATO Treaty to ac t to meet the common danger of aggression in Southeast Asia.”
UN men fought under the U.N. Command in Korea. Thir ty thousand Americans were killed, over 120,000 were injured, and thousands were captured and some are still prisoners of war. Billions of dollars were wasted and afte r years of fighting, Americans still die and the enemy Red China is seated in the U.N. We are still in Korea 17 years late r seeking to win peace by talking.Now we are lighting communists in Viet Nam under similar conditions. Some say tha t the U.N. is not involved in Viet Nam and tha t the Viet Nam war is entirely an action of SEATO, which includes the United States.The statement is misleading and not entirely true. It  is true we are in Viet Nam because of SEATO. President Johnson and our U.S. Sta te Department have so sta ted yet South Vietnam is not a signatory or member of SEATO. SEATO is a collective defense arrangement  under Article 51 of the U.N. Charter. The SEATO Treaty (Manila Pact ) itself states:“The Parties undertake, as set forth  in the  Char ter of the United Nations . . . to refrain in their international relations from the threat  or use of force in any manner inconsistent with purposes of the United Nations. Measures taken . . . shall be immediately reported to the Security Council of the United Nations.”Since the present Administrat ion has issued no denial of this reason for our being in Viet Nam, it is reasonable to assume tha t the reason is still valid.Consider tha t article 4, paragraph 1, of the SEATO Trea ty provides that military “measures taken to repel aggression must be immediately reported to the Security Council of the United Nations.”This is in compliance with artic le 54 of the UNO char ter commanding tha t “the Security Council shall at all times be kept fully informed of activities undertaken or in contemplation under regional arrangements.” In our SEATO involvement, in which Vietnam is not a party, every act ivity—every command of our mili tary—must be reported to the UNO Security Council.Since 1946, the post of Under Secretary General for Political and Security Council Affairs in the United Nations Organization, with one 2-year exception, has been held by a Russian officer. The exception was a term held by a Yugoslavian Communist. The post is presently held by Leonid N. Kutakov of the Soviet Union.

That Vietnam is a UNO war is clear by the language in the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. The Gulf resolution at section 2 provides :“Consonant with the Constitution of the United States and the Charter of the United Nations, in accordance with this obligation under the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, the United States is, therefore, prepared, as the President determines, to take all necessary steps, including the use of armed force . . .  in the defense of its freedom.”
Section 3 of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution provides tha t it shall expire “when the President determines tha t the peace and security of the area is reasonably assured by international conditions created by the action of the United Nations or otherwise.”
In \ ietnam we fight another UNO war. This time under the American flag— but without national leaders bound by trea ty not to win nor end the war—except at the discretion of the United Nations Organization.And, by the same treaty, we are restrained from offensive action. We are limited to “repel.” or “defend.” It  does not permit pursuit, and precludes victory— because it is impossible to win when you can’t advance, and when every operation must be approved by the real enemy, sit ting in New York a t the head of the UNO military committee.
Jus t as there has been no end to Korea, there can be no end to Vietnam—nor any peace, unless we repeal the UNO Participat ion Act, or we breach our mistaken allegiance to that  organization.
By the  resolution a t hand, we are further  subordinating the office of President of the United States and the powers delegated to us by the American people to the UNO for supreme control over the Vietnam situation.  After 15 years of st ruggle and loss of the substance and the men of America, any solution achieved under the resolution would be considered to the credit of the UNO in the eyes of the world.
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In my humble judgment the enactment of this resolution is f ar more than an 
emotional appeal to support the President and bring peace to Vietnam. The reso
lution has no legal effect. It cannot help the United States, hut it could prove a 
wedge to fu rther polarize our people. I t contains within it the seeds of destruction 
and includes an appeasement guaranteed to result in lengthening the war—not 
bringing peace. There remain many questions unanswered.

Now the U.N. General Assembly has purported to censor the Congress for the 
Military Procurement signed into law November 17. By the U.N. vote of 106 to 2 
tha t unelected body of “peace” workers who ignore wars and slavery by some of 
its own members would purpor t to dictate  to our country on matters which the 
people's elected Congress felt were essential to the common defense of our 
country.

It  shall become more and more realist ic to the American people tha t we can 
only exist as the USA or as a puppet State of the U.N. The U.N. seeks power 
and has become a de facto World government organ. As such, Section 104 of 
Public Law 92-77, 85 Stat. 250 provides tha t all funds appropriated for such 
intended contributions  should be cut off immediately. Needed, are only attorneys 
with the filing fee.

GENERAL PRO VISION S— DEPART MEN T OF STATE

* * * * * * *
Sec. 104. None of the funds appropriated in this title shall be used (1) to pay 

the United States contribution to any international organization which engages 
in the direct or indirect promotion of the principle or doctrine of one world 
government or one world citizenship; (2) for the promotion, direct or indirect, 
of the principle or doctrine of one world government or one world citizenship.

This title may be cited as the “Department of State Appropriation Act, 1972.”
The most cogent of all reasons for U.S. withdrawal from the U.N. is tha t the 

U.N. is a Godless institu tion. God and religion are excluded from all proceedings 
of the U.N. How can any world leader expect to shut out God from the considera
tions of world affairs  and expect to promote peace with freedom? “Except the 
Lord build the house, they labor in vain tha t build it. Except the Lord keep the 
city, the watchman waketh but in vain.”

There can be no United Nations as intended by the U.N. bureaucrats  and at 
the same time a sovereign United States. There can be only one or the other. 
And those of us who are Americans and understand the protections we so take 
for granted under the U.S. Constitution which are known by no other people 
on the face of the earth are not willing to surrender our country or our freedoms 
to the whims of tha t motley bunch of U.N. bureaucrats who clapped in glee and 
danced at the U.N. vote expelling National ist China and admitting  Communist 
China. I leave to your imagination what this bunch would do to our liberties 
and property if they ever got complete control of the United Nations.

There is only one real solution to the whole mess. Congress should enact 
legislation to remove us completely from the U.N. trap  before we are so weak
ened and entangled tha t escape is impossible. We have a job to do. We must 
restore American independence now. If America is to remain free, tha t is 
mandatory.

I have filed discharge petition No. 10 to discharge H.R. 2632, a bill introduced 
by Congressman John Schmitz of California, which would rescind and revoke 
membership of the United States  in the United Nations and its specialized 
agencies and for other purposes. Passage of II.R. 2632 would remove the U.S. 
from the U.N. and the U.N. from the U.S. It would enable us to achieve the 
American dream which is freedom—not peace at any cost.

The text  of H.R. 2632 follows:
H.R. 2632

A BILL To rescind and revoke membership of the United States in the United 
Nations and the specialized agencies thereof, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives  of the United 
States  of America in Congress assembled, T hat from and a fter  the effective date  
of this  Act the ratificat ion by the Senate of the United States on July 28, 1945, of 
the United Nations Charter, making the United States a member of the United 
Nations, be, and said ratification hereby is rescinded, revoked, and held for
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naught; and all Acts and part s of Acts designed and intended to perfect and carry  out such membership of the United States in the United Nations are hereby repealed.
Sec. 2. T hat from and after the effective date of this Act all Acts and parts  of Acts designed and intended to make the United States a member of the specialized agencies of the United Nations, or any of them, are hereby .repealed ; and all executive agreements, international undertak ings and understandings, however characterized and named, designed, and intended to make the United States a member of the specialized agencies of the United Nations are hereby rescinded, revoked, and held for naught.
Sec. 3. That from and after  the  effective date of this Act any and a ll appropriations for  defraying the  cost of the membership of the United States in the United Nations or in specialized agencies thereof are hereby rescinded and revoked ; and any unexpended and unencumbered balances of any such appropria tions shall be coerced into the general fund of the Treasury of the United States.Sec. 4. That  the International Organizations Immunities Act of December 29, 1945 (59 Stat. 6G9; title 22, secs. 288 to  288f U.S.C.), be and it is repeated; and any and all Executive orders extending or granting immunities, benefits, and privileges under said Act of December 29,1945, are hereby rescinded, revoked, and held for naught.
Sec. 5. This Act may be cited as the “International Organizations Rescission Act of 19G9.

Statement op Hon. J.  Kenneth  R obinson, a Representative F rom the  
State of Virginia

Mr. Chairman. I appreciate this opportunity to submit a short statement in support of H.R. 11492. of which I am a cosponsor.
The United Nations has become a disappointment through its manifest inability to deal effectively with major threa ts to world peace, but I continue to believe tha t an international forum of this kind is useful—and we can persist in the hope that it still might become a major force for stability and cooperative effort, in a world which exists under the cloud of nuclear arms competition.Many of our citizen-taxpayers have come to resent, however, that  they are  called on to pay what  they regard as an excessive share of the costs of an organization which, in recent years, has seemed to have become a center of anti-American expressions and actions.
Even if we discount the understandable emotional overtones of domestic criticism of the United Nations, there remains the fact tha t the relative  abilities of member states to pay for support of the  organization have changed markedly since the founding in 1945. Major nat ions then devastated by World War II now are economically strong, and well able to contribute more.Looking to the United States to “make up the difference” when other nations of adequate means do not pay their assessments, no longer is justified. It  is an accommodation which has become, I believe, increasingly unacceptable to the American taxpayer.
I want to emphasize that I am not rigid in my sponsorship of a new dues and assessment formula based on relative  populations, but I do believe population is a reasonable basis for arriving a t a new definition of “fai r share” in regard to our support of the United Nations—and the support to be provided by other nations, large and small.

T he United Nations Organization I s Not “T he  Last Best Hope of Mank ind”
(Speech by the Honorable John P. Saylor at United Nation’s Day Dinner, St. Tobias Club, Brockway, Pennsylvania, October 24, 1971) 

Acknowledgments.
Ladies and gentlemen, I am cautious, curious, and franklv surprised tha t I would be invited to address anyone on the subject of the United Nations.My record of opposition to the U.N. spans two decades.I have not been particularly circumspect about my criticism.You are  gathered here today to do honor to what has been called “the la st grea thope of mankind.” You are convened to pay homage to—as I  have heard it_ thereason we have not been involved in World War III .
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If you sincerely believe that the United. Nations is the last  great  hope of man
kind ; tha t it is the only reason we have escaped a nuclear holocaus t; both be
cause of the existence of the organization—then I must warn you now, you may 
not like the tenor of my following remarks.

I will make my position clear with two s tatements:
Fir st—to categorize the U.N. as the las t great hope of mankind is to give up 

hope on mankind. I f the U.N. is the best tha t mankind can do in terms of keeping 
the peace, then certainly, based on historical fact, there is no hope.

Second—the only reason we have  not faced World War III , the nuclear holo
caust war, is simply that the United States has been too strong militarily, 
morally, and economically—for any potential aggressor to chance the certain 
destruction  of itself along with the rest of the world.

If tha t sounds a bit nationalistic or a bit on the flag-waving side, then so be it.
Upon these points I feel justified in launching a critique of the United Nations.
Twenty-six years of existence as an organization has convinced many to be

lieve the U.N. is effective. Far too many of these fervent  believers have fa iled to 
examine the reality of the organization.

The fervent believers have concentrated on the  dream. The dream of what they 
want the  U.N. to be, ra the r than  on what it is.

History is unkind to the dreamer. History records what happened to the people 
of an era, not what the  people wished to happen.

For those who dream of a secure world through the U.N., the organization has 
become a sacred cow. Some token criticism of the U.N. is always advanced by 
these partisans, and then dismissed as reflecting the fault s of the nation-state 
system within which the U.N. must operate.

Those who dream of a fairy tale  world where sophisticated diplomats calmly 
and rational ly solve world problems, fail to see the flaws in the  idea based on the 
objectives of some of the part icipants in the real world.

Like it or not, the United Nations is influenced by the will of international 
communism. The Soviet Union has  demonstrated i ts narrow-minded se lf-interests 
time and time again in the Security Council. There is no reason to expect the 
Red Chinese to act otherwise should they gain a foothold in the organization 
afte r the current debate.

Because of the preponderant communist intere sts in the United Nations, the 
world organization has been unable to act effectively in confrontations between 
the free world and communist bloc countries.

In Korea, for example, the U.N. was only able to intervene because the Russ ians 
walked out of the  Security Council. But even then, the United Nations was not 
able to conclude the dispute.

In fact, no single dispute has  been resolved by the United Nations with finality. 
The list includes Suez, Korea, Laos, Tibet, and Cyprus.

There are those who say the answer  to this criticism is to give the  U.N. teeth. 
Give it the military might necessary to back up its positions.

The lack of military backbone is admittedly the major reason for  the impotence 
of the organization. It  could not enforce a decision even if it were capable of 
reaching a coherent one. Authority to prevent war requires means of coercion— 
economic, military, and moral. Stripped of military force and the power to impose 
economic sanctions and boycotts, the U.N. stands naked and impotent—not
withstanding  the current boycott on Rhodesian goods. The only reason tha t 
boycott works is because of the wrongheaded action of the United States.

If the United Nations had milita ry strength it could back-up its now empty 
pleas. But let me quote the best source on this  subject—Secretary-General 
U T ha nt :

“There are a number of reasons why it  seems to me th at the establishment of 
a permanent United Nations force would be premature at the present time. I 
doubt whether many governments in the world would yet be prepared to accept 
the political implications of such an institut ion, and in the light of our current 
experience with financial problems, I  am sure tha t they would have very serious 
difficulties in accepting the financial implications.”

The Secretary-General lays it on the line—the idea of a milita rily effective 
U.N. force remains another impossible dream.

Despite the outward appearance and the hoopla in the press, no worldwide 
decisions are  made in th at great  glass monolith at  Tu rtle Bay. Tha t edifice, mind 
you, which was donated by Americans and financed by the  American taxpayer.

The appearance of legit imacy is a very thin veneer. Jus t about the only sub
stantive decisions the U.N. can make involve decisions as to where to send health
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teams. And, j ust  for the record, the World Health Organization is an  outgrowth 
of many years prior to 1945, of in ternational understanding and trea ty coopera
tion. The U.N. did not create world agreements on health matters.

Beyond sending health inspection teams, the diplomatic receptions and cock
tail parties serve not the masses of desperate underprivileged, but the pleasures 
of an elite.

Yes, an elite force of s trident voices from Nations with no more creditabili ty 
than those make-believe nations founded at universities  across our country to 
participate in Model United Nations activities.

The United Nations can be criticized heavily for contributing to the zeal of 
nationalization rath er than hastening its decline as its founders  dreamed.

New nations whose borders were determined more or less accidentally in the 
wake of colonialism are striving  to present an image greater than  th at warranted 
by thei r achievements.

Some of these new Member States, most of them small ones in Africa, only 
recently emerged from colonial statu s and have no viable basis for an independent 
and prosperous economic existence.

The one-man, one-vote concept cherished by the U.N. certainly finds little  
practice in tha t body. Representation in the U.N. has no ega litarian justification 
whatsoever; small states rank with  large ones.

And lest you forget—remember that the United Nations would never have come 
into existence if the United Sta tes had not allowed the U.S.S.R. extra  voting power 
in the  original General Assembly by allowing Byelorussia and the Ukraine to have 
separa te representation. By all rights, we should have extra votes for Texas and 
California.

Of the 130 Member Nations, 72 have populations smaller than  New York City, 
yet each is treated  as a sovereign equal in the General Assembly.

I do not quarrel with the concept of two different bases for representation such 
as the House and Senate of the  United States Congress. But where, I ask you, is 
the counter-weight to the General Assembly? Surely, it is not democratic or 
republican to have five nations as the counter-weight.

The smallest of the U.N. Members is the Maidive Islands, a former British 
Colony in the Indian Ocean, with a tota l population of less than 100,000. There 
are now 130 Members of the U.N. and at least 60 new “nations” will be seeking 
membership in the future.

As you know, membership is open to all peace-loving states  tha t accept the 
obligations of membership and are able and willing to carry out these obligations. 
However, most of these states  have little  if any experience in international  affairs, 
lacking in number sufficiently educated leaders required to build nations with 
responsibilities as U.N. members. Yet here they are, with pomp and ceremony, 
draining their small economic resources, putting on a huge show of respectability 
in the meeting rooms of New York.

These “mini-states” control a majority of the  votes by combining as the Afro- 
Asian Bloc. Together these state s form voting alliances that  impede effective action 
by following only regional interes ts.

And more and more, the reason for bloc voting is not  on any great principle of 
morality, or peace or war, but  rather, who is to foot the bill for this or th at project 
of economic upgrading back home.

And you know who ends up footing the bill !
The major reason for the failure of the United Nations is the attitude  of the 

communist countries toward the organization and the altru istic  and noble ideas 
which founded it.

The record clearly shows us tha t the U.S.S.R. is no t interested in making the 
U.N. effective in peacekeeping, unless U.S.S.R. interests are served first. Here 
are a few instances of non-cooperation and direct flaunting of the United Nations 
Charter by the Soviets :

1. Invasion of Hungary in 1948 and complete oblivion to General Assembly 
resolutions deploring the at tack.

2. Division of Berlin and cont inuing refusal to permit the U.N. to consider the 
issue as one affecting the peace of the entire world.

3. Military aid to North Korea, in spite of the United Nations-sponsored defense 
of South Korea.

4. Interference in the Congo to foment interna l strife even while the United 
Nations was attempting  peacekeeping actions.

5. Repeated attempts to immobilize the U.N. Secre tariat  by calling for the 
appointment of a “tro ika” administration.
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6. Constant use of the veto in the Security Council to stop meaningful peace
keeping activities, even when approved of by a majority of the General Assembly.

7. Refusal  to pay their  share of United Nations dues for peacekeeping.
A good example of the U.S.S.R.’s duplicity in this last  issue occurred af ter the 

June 1967 war between the Arabs and Israel.  Having bet on a loser in tha t con
flict, a bet which cost many lives and displaced a million refugees, the Russians 
turned the tables and asked for peacekeeping funds despite their  refusal for 15 
years to pay a fai r share of the cost of the U.N. peacekeeping forces in the Gaza 
Strip.

Thus, the Soviet Union uses the U.N. as an instrument of its foreign policy, 
utilizing or ignoring the U.N. depending on whether or not i t can serve the com
munist interests. The Soviets continually block effective U.N. action by use of the 
veto and use the Security Council merely as a lauching pad for tirades against  
the Free World.

To summarize—the U.N. lacks objectivity, balance and maturity. Its  decisions 
are politically motivated and sometimes distorted by evasion, improvisation and 
a double standard of morality.

Because the U.N. cannot act without Great Power unanimity, the organization 
becomes helpless in any major crisis. The U.N. is unable to insist tha t all Mem
bers share costs of i ts maintenance and to end quarre ls within it. The U.N. is 
chronically in debt and. consequently, limited in its capacity for action.

The U.N. remains a dream. A dream we helped to foster, to support , to finance, 
and we work within its rules. But a dream is a dream. I suggest that in a world 
full of threats and dangers to peace, a wide-awake view of world politics is 
advisable.

The threat to the peace of the world is not a dream. The wide-awake American 
foreign policy is to remain milita rily and economically strong.

The fa te of the  United Nations organization is based on one simple premise— 
the United States is strong. Without tha t strength, there would be no United 
Nations for the  dreamers.

Thank you.

Statement of H on. Sam Steiger, a R epresentative in  Congress F rom the S tate 
of Arizona

Mail from my constituents demands th at some change be made in our relation
ship with the United Nations. Frankly , a majori ty of the mail demands our 
immediate expulsion of th is organization from this country. It would be a mis
take for us here in the ethereal smog of Washington to overlook the sincerity 
of Western thinking in it s opposition to the expulsion of a legitimate member of 
the United Nations. The United Nations has failed miserably in every criteria  
set forth  by its founders. It has not kept the peace: it has. in fact, fomented 
bloodshed in the name of political pressure  groups within its membership. The 
question is not one of whether or not changes need be made—but rath er one of 
how much change should be made. Shall we accept the truth tha t it is a failure— 
abandon it and begin again with a new forum? Or shall we ad just  our membership 
to a more meainingful role and work for  change within  the present set up ?

The people of this country, my constituents ami yours, have paid over 35% 
of the expenses required to keep this exercise in futi lity afloat. Let us today 
serve the people of this  country, and put the people of the world on notice that 
they must bear equal share. America should pull its fai r share—no more; our 
contribution must not exceed what the citizens of any other country must 
sacrifice.

Citizens  Committee for UNICEF, 
Washington, D.C., December IS, 1971.

Hon. Donald M. F raser.
Chairman, Subcommittee on International Organisations and Movements, Foreign 

Affairs Committee, Rayburn House Office Building. Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. F raser : This is to request tha t the views of the Citizens Committee

for UNICEF on the subject of determining an appropriate level of United States 
contributions to the United Nations Children’s Fund be included in the record 
of Hearings  before your Subcommittee.
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The organizations comprising the Citizens Committee for UNICEF have a 
long history of opposition to the philosophy of a restrictive formula for voluntary 
giving. From 1954 when the decision for such a limitation was acted upon, our 
cooperating organizations have been on record in opposition to a rigid limiting 
formula. (I t should be pointed out here tha t we take no position in regard to the 
financial support for the United Nations itself and other UN agencies because 
the mandate from our cooperating organizations applies only to support for 
UNICEF.)

To cite a few examples :
On June 22, 1954, before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations our 

testimony s ta te s:
“We hope th at the Congress will authorize and app ropriate the full $13 million, 

and will not restrict the contribution by the application of a rigid matching 
formula. . .

Again, on March 14, 1958, before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs we 
urged that  every penny of the amount requested by the Executive Branch be 
contributed to UNICEF without restriction.

. we oppose the imposition of a further reduction this year in the matching 
formula. . . .”

And later in the same testimony,
“We earnestly request, therefore, tha t the Members of this Committee express 

to the State Department their  recommendation tha t no f urther reduction in the 
percentage formula for the United States contribution be required in 1959.”

On the basis of this consistent position we must, therefore, oppose the proposals 
for a formula based on population as offered in several bills now before this 
Subcommittee. We also oppose an arbi trary  limitation of the U.S. contribution to 
UNICEF to 25%. We were pleased with the view expressed by Mr. Samuel De 
Palma, Assistant Secretary of State for Intern ational Organization Affairs, 
in his statement before this Subcommittee on December 2, 1971, when he ob
served : “Insofar as voluntary contributions are concerned, we now contribute 
at varying rates —depending on our intere st in the program. . . . ” A decision to 
determine the contribution to each organization individually makes gre at sense.

Our organizations stress again tha t each contributing government should sup
port the Children’s Fund to the best of its ability irrespective of any so-called 
matching percentage. Although the fact is tha t UNICEF’s resources have in
creased during the past 1G years as more countries have begun to share in its 
support, we do not believe tha t a strong case can be made that  this increase in 
financial resources is necessarily due to the existence of a matching formula. 
We consider the growth of support for UNICEF to be a consequence of the merits 
of the program and the increasing value the developing countries place on the 
importance of providing adequately for th eir children.

In short, the very idea of an arbitrary percentage restriction on what is in
tended to be a voluntary  gift is distasteful and unworthy of the best instincts 
of the American people. Moreover, a contribution is not altogether voluntary if 
it is not free from constra ints such as a limitation to an assessment or other fixed 
rate. If there were flexibility to determine the amount of the contribution in 
relation to the level of the needs of children which UNICEF can reasonably plan 
to assist with efficiency, tha t would be a more suitable yardstick  for “voluntary” 
support. We urge this Subcommittee not to support a  percentage formula for vol
untary gifts to UNICEF

It should be realized tha t the input of funds by governments which UNICEF 
assists is many times greater than the amount of UNICEF aid itself. In con
sidering the share which the United States Government contribution forms of 
total resources involved in the process of rendering aid, the financial investment 
by the assisted governments in the social and human itarian  development of the ir 
countries must not be overlooked. Lest any Member of Congress be concerned 
about the level of the United States contribution on a percentage basis, as long as 
there exists the general assurance tha t UNICEF continues to operate on the 
premise th at assisted governments carry the major responsibility for providing 
the bulk of required funds, the U.S. contribution will remain a worthwhile and 
proportionately modest investment.

Sincerely,
(Mrs. ) Virginia M. Gray. Executive Secretary.
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